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ABSTRACT

Single Parenting of Earl y Ado lescents: Clini cal Application to
a More Helpful Perspecti ve

by

Ane K. Weed, Master of Science
Utah State Universi ty, 2006

Major Professor: Dr. Troy E. Beckert
Department: Family, Consumer, and Human Development

The purpose of thi s study was to di scover th e most important self- identifi ed
areas for a particu lar group of si ngle parents to focus their limited time. Single
parents have been patho logized and compared to two-parent famili es. A strengthbased perspective that acknowledges single parent fami li es as a legit imate fami ly
system with the poss ibility for being healthy may be more helpful. The obj ecti ve of
thi s study was to identify common strengths between self-reported sati sfi ed single
parents (n

= 86) and early adolescent children of single parents (n = 67) through data

co ll ected with the use of the Parent Success Indicator (PSI) survey. Single parent
family members were generally satisfied. Perceived use of time as effective was
important to sati sfaction, as were si ngle parent acceptance of thei r chi ld's
lifestyle/habits and single parents fu lfilling a teaching role in their child 's li fe .
(9 1 pages)

IV

ACKNOWLEDGM ENTS

I give many thanks to my maj or pro fesso r, Dr. Troy Beckert, for all of hi s
time, effort , guidance, and insight throughout the entire project. I also th ank him for
making the data set for this research ava ilabl e for my use. I thank the other members
of my committee, .lana Darrin gton and Dr. Scot Allgood, for their helpful input and
assistance. l thank Daniel Weed for hi s time and effort spent pati entl y li stening,
encouraging, and helping me to put my thoughts in order.
Ane K. Weed

v

CONTENTS

Page
ABSTRACT

.. Ill

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..
LIST OFT ABLES ..

. ... iv
. .. . vii

C HAPTER
I.
II.

INTRODUCTION . .
LIT ERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Sing le-Parent Families Pathologized
in the Literature
................ . .. . .
Problems in Two-Parent Families ..
Perspectives of Single-Parent Famili es
Single Parents and Tim e ............... .. . .
Demographi c Variables Associated W ith
Single-Parent Famil y Harmfulness.
Single-Parent Fami ly Strengths .....
Defi nition of a Hea lth y Fami ly and
of Family Strengths
.............. . . .
Summary

rrr.

METHOD ...

.... 1

..... 8
........ 8

. ... 8
. ... 9
... II
. ..... 14

..... 16
. .... 18

. .. 20
.. .. 23
.... 25

Study Sample .. ....... . . ... .... . . ,
.. . .... .... . ......... ....
Data Collection
...
Instrumentation ........ . ............ . ........ ... .. .. . . ........ . . .. ....
Design and Data Analysis ........ .. .
.. ..
IV.

RESULTS ........ ... .. .

25
30
32
35

.... 38

Single-Parent Strength and Satisfaction Scores
Children of Single-Parent Scores .. .. . .
Differences between Si ngle-Parent and
Ch ild of Single-Parent Scores . .
.. ...... .... .. .. ....... .. ...
Descri pti ve Variable Influence on
Satisfaction Scale Scores
.... ... .... .. .. .. .......

38
42

45

49

VI

V.

DISCUSSION ..... . .. .. .. . . .

.... 54

. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. 54
Introduction
Research Question Results
. . . . . . .. . .. . ..
55
Limitations . .
. .... . . .. ... . ...... 64
.. 66
Implications . . . . . . .
. .. . . . . . .. . . .
The Role of Family Therapists ...................... ... ... ... . ....... 67
REFERENCES
APPENDIX ..... . ... . .. .. . .

.... ... ... .. . ........ 73

.. 79

VII

LIST OF TABLES

Page

Table
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic Characteristics
for Both Generations of Respondents to the PSI ....

2

. .. .. .. . .... 28

Example of Response Values for Two Items of the Parent
Version of the PSI
.................... .

.. ... 34

3

Single-Mother and Single-Father Mean and Standard Deviation
Scores for Each PSI Scale
.. .. .. .. . .. .. ..
.. .......... .. .... 39

4

Child of Single-Mother and Child of Single-Father Mean and
Standard Deviation Scores for Each PSI Scale ....

.. ... 40

5

Single-Mother (n = 58) Pearson Correlation Scores for PSI Scales .

6

Single-Father (n

7

Chi ld of Single-Mother (11
for PSI Scales .. . ..

8

=

. 41

28) Pearson Correlation Scores for PSI Scales ............. 41

Child of Single-Father (n
for PSI Scales

=

=

29) Pearson Correlation Scores
.. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .

.. .. .... 44

38) Pearson Co rrelation Scores
..... 44

9

Differences of Satisfaction Scale Scores between Single-Mothers
.. ........ . 46
and Children of Single-Mothers on Each Item and Total Scale.

I0

Differences of Satisfaction Scale Scores between Single-Fathers
and Children of Single-Fathers on Each Item and Total Scale

II

!2

13

14

Analysis of Variance for Each Independent Variable
for Single-Mother Respondents (n = 58) .. .. .. ..
Analysis of Variance for Each independent Variable
for Single-Father Respondents (n = 28) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
Analysis of Variance for Each independent Variable
for Children of Single-Mother Respondents (n = 29).

.. ......... 47

. ....... 50

.. . .. ... .... .. .. ...... 51

.. 52

Analysis of Variance for Each Independent Variable
for Children of Single-Father Respondents (n = 38) .. ... ...... .. .. .. .. .... . . . 53

CHAPTER I
TNTRODUCTION

Single-parent famili es have become a common part of the fabri c of North
Ameri can society, as well as thro ughout the world . In the decade of 1990-2000, the
nu mber of single-parent famili es grew many times fa ster than the number of twoparent famili es (Steil , 200 1).

[n

1998 , 27% of American fam ilies with dependent

chil dren were headed by a single parent who tended to be a mother (Ford-Gi lboe,
2000). Single parenthood springs fro m many fac tors which include di vorce,
separat ion, pregn ancies of si ngle women, adopti on, and death of a spo use (Hanson &
Sporakowsk i, 1986; Steil). Additi onall y, there is a recent increase in women choosing
to start their own single-parent fa mil y th rough artifi cial in semin ation and/or adopti on
(Stei l). Single parenthood is increasingly being chosen by some as an intenti onall y
planned famil y type. The growth and diversi ty o f this population requires fam ily
service providers to be prepared to provide appropri ate services. Rather th an trying to
adapt st rategies employed in two-parent fa mil y situations, family therapists can
prepare to provide services uniquely designed specificall y for thi s popul ation. By so
doing, the unique needs and issues of the single-parent famil y can be consid ered in
treatm ent planning. Som e possibl e issues that may need to be dealt with uniquely in a
sing le-parent famil y contex t might include unique time constrai nts, multiple roles
fill ed by each family member, lack o f d ual gender role models, increased fin ancial
strai n, residual di vorce issues, and death/loss issues (Ford-Gilboe; Ih inger-Tallman,
1986).
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Much of the literature on si ngle-parent famili es continues to focus on the ways
in whi ch they are defi cient and unhea lth y compared with the two-parent model (FordGi lboe, 2000; Hanson, 1986; Ri chards & Schm iege, 1993). The use fuln ess of thi s
infom1 ati on is questi onabl e for both single parents and those provi ding services fo r
them . Helping professionals, as well as the general public, have generall y seen single
parents as less adequate than parents from two-parent families (Ford-G ilboe;
Ki ssman, 1995; Lau, 2003; Sprenkle & Pi ercy, 1992). Single-parent homes are o ft en
referred to as " broken homes," impl ying that two-parent homes are compl ete simpl y
because they have two parents (Ford-G il boe). In addition , many social problems have
been identified with "broken homes" (Lundberg & Andersson , 2000). A potenti all y
more useful approach and perspective for those who wish to help single-parent
fami lies function at their best mi ght be to illuminate unique and specifi c strengths and
leamin g needs o f single parents instead of compa ring them to two- parent coupl es .

Conceptual Framework

T he underl ying theory behind thi s research is that of constructi vism as it fits
within the systems theory, w hich is a fo undational theory of famil y therapy. A
devi ant perspective of single-parent fami lies has been constructed and it may be more
help ful to identify a different perspecti ve. Family therapi sts are in a position to ass ist
single-parent fam ilies by using information abo ut their unique and specific strengths
to empower parents as on e of the most important teachers in their child 's life. This
empowering is what may allow si ngle parents and their families to alter their
percepti o n of themselves as deviant and therefore work to find the sati sfact ion that
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they may hope for. The systems perspecti ve posits that a change in one part of the
system affects all parts of the system and the system as a whol e. Thi s perspecti ve
recognizes the importance of context such that different systems can accompli sh
simil ar goals in unique ways that are effective for each specific system (Becvar &
Becvar, 1998 ; Nichols & Schwartz, 2004; Sprenkle & Piercy, 1992). Conseq uentl y,
the context of the single-parent family system can be considered in order to help
develop a model of health y single-parent fam il y functioning. Thus a two-parent
famil y may not be the appropri ate cont ex t for judgi ng a single-parent famil y.
The construct ivist theory is that each indi vidual' s perspecti ve is constru cted
by various influences, such as the med ia, culture, family, and so forth . When looking
at si ngle-parent families through thi s li ght, we see that much of the language we use
to describe them and the labels put upon them are generally sociall y constructed
(Trusty, 1994). Some may see the single-parent family as deviant, where others may
see it as representative of the freedom peop le now feel to end unhealthy marri ages
(Sprenkle & Piercy, 1992). Each of these opposing views is sociall y constructed upon
experi ences. Perhaps some perspecti ves are more helpful for sati sfactory famil y
functioning than others and some single parents may benefit from the construction of
a new view of their current circumstances. Perhaps they have only had negati ve social
experiences related to their family type. Family therapi sts are in a position to help
families to construct a more helpful view and to promote a more helpfu l co nstruction
within society o f all unique famil y structures (McCarthy, 2001; N ichol s & Schwartz,
2004; Sprenkle & Piercy).
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Because of the unique differences associated with single parenting which are
often seen as problematic by society, it may not be uncommon for these famili es to
tum to therapy for help. Family therapy has in the past focused on problem
identification (Allison et al., 2003). More current research suggests that it may be
more help ful, or at least equally as important, to look at strengths within families
(Allison et al.; Ardi tti, 1999; Marsh, 2003). Rather than focusing on what may be
seen as weakness, family therapists can help families focus on their self-identified
strengths and what they can do. This can help fami li es to do more to find sati sfaction .
It recogni zes that each family type has strengths to be utilized, including si ngl e-parent

families. It allows families to recognize thi s and find satisfaction within and as a
result of their unique system (DeFrain , 1999; DeFrai n & Sti1mett, 2002; Nicho ls &
Schwartz, 2004; Sprenkle & Piercy, 1992).
Family therapists w ith a family systems perspective which integrates strengthfocused co nstructivi st mod els can offer ass istance through educational classes,
support/therap y groups, and other programs designed to help single parents and/or
their families to find satisfaction. By recogn izing the importance of the context of
single-parent families as a unique system, these families and those who work with
them can more accurately recogni ze the legitimacy of this family type. Greater
availability of information regarding the unique context of the single-parent family
can be a healthy context that meets the needs of its members and its system as a
whole is needed . This is an area that is lacking in research, literature, and subseq uent
overall awareness. Much of the literature on single parenting takes a probl ematic
focus that simpl y is not helpful and may actuall y contribute to the challenges faced by
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sing le-parent families b y promoting a deviant perspecti ve (Ford-Gilboe, 2000 ;
Ki ssman, 1995 ; Sprenkle & Pi ercy, 1992; Trusty, 1994).
For a single parent, time is typically very limited. Multiple roles and time
ob li gation s required to support and care for a fami ly are all the responsibil ity of one
parent rather than two (Ford-Gilboe, 2000; Hansen, I 99 I; Thinger-Tallman, I 986;
Rich ards & Schmiege, I 993). Therefore, it is important for single parents to know
how to focus their parenting time. T he purpose of thi s study was to discover the most
important self-identified areas for a parti c ul ar group of single parents to focus their
limited time. T his information is intended to be used to help single-parent families
find sati sfaction and success within their fam ili es by allowing them to construct a
helpful view of what they can do to be a success ful family.
T he objective of this study was to ident ify common strengths between selfreported sati s fied singl e-parent famili es with earl y adolescent children through data
co ll ected with the use of the Parent Success Indicator (PSI) survey (Strom & Strom,
I 998). Parts of thi s information can then be generali zed to ass ist other single-parent
fami li es to implement these important strengths and to help legitimi ze the view of the
sin gle-parent family. It was anticipated that common factors may be found amongst
the more sati sfi ed single-parent families.
Thi s strength based perspecti ve and treatment model can help the rapi sts assist
single-parent fami lies in experiencing satisfactio n wi thin their own unique famil y
structure. Fami ly sati sfaction and success is most likely to be based on indi vidu als
within fam ili es identify ing how they can usc their strengths to accompli sh their own
goa ls, rather than feeling poorl y abo ut o r focusing on what society or other unrelated
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indi viduals see as problems (DeFrain, 1999; DeFrain, Jones, Skogrand , & DeFrain,
2003; DeFrain & Stinnett, 2002; Ford-Gi lboe, 2000).
In summ ary, single-parent families are an important part of our population and
therefore can be served as systems with a unique and legitimate view. Rather than
pathologize or compare sub-groups within the population, it may be more helpful to
identify the strengths that fami lies and individuals can use to meet their goals; thi s is
a process of identifying tools to use to accomplish a task. It may be more helpful to
see that all systems are unique and have thei r own needs and strengths, as well as
their own perspecti ve. By explori ng what single-parent family members identify as
their strengths, it is ex ploring what may be a helpful perspecti ve for them. It is
acknowl edging their unique system and perhaps helping them to recogn ize that they
can be and are a healthy famil y type who can be satisfi ed with themselves as a singleparent fam il y. It is a common goal for most famili es to have sati sfacti on within their
fami ly. Iden tifyi ng strengths is one way to identi fy some tool s that can help attain that
goal. Based on thi s rationale the following research questions, which may help
identi fy a si ngle-parent famil y perspective of what may be related to sati sfaction, will
guide thi s study:
I. How do single-parents' scores on the satisfaction scale of the PSI relate to
their scores on the other scales of the PSI?
2. How do adol escents' scores for their single parents on the sati s faction scale of
the PSI relate to their scores for parents on the other scales of the PSI?
3. Do adolescent scores and parent scores differ as they relate to the satisfaction
sca le o f the PSI?
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4. How do other independent variables (e.g. , parent age, child age, time together,
adu lt at home) influence generational responses on satisfaction as measured
by the PST!
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CHAPTER II
LITERAT URE REVIEW

Introduction

Although the intent of thi s study is to highli ght specific strengths and learning
needs o f single parents, a brief review of the expansive literature that pathologizes
single-parent families is included below to illustrate thi s continued focus. Following
thi s is a review of relevant literature pertaining to family context and perspecti ve. In
addition , a review of the less ex tensive strength-based approach to helping famili es,
inc luding single-parent famili es, will follow . Thi s illustrates what appears to be a
more reali stic and app li cabl e approach.

Singl e- Parent Famili es Pathologized in the Literature

Literature on single-parent famili es continues to focu s on the ways in which
they compare to two-parent famili es and are seen as incompl ete, unhealthy, and
probl ematic (Allison et al. , 2003; Arditti , 1999; Marsh, 2003). For exampl e, vari ous
studies from multip le countri es across the world found that: single mothers showed
higher psychological distress than marri ed mothers (Franz, Lensche, & Schmitz,
2003), children of single parents showed increased behavioral problems including
repeated violent offending than those in married, two-parent famili es (Koskinen et al. ,
2001 ; Steil , 200 1), the health and academi c achievement of children in single-parent
fami lies tended to be worse than that in two-parent famili es (Steil; Su et-ling,
Dronkers, & Hampden-Thompson , 2003 ), the daughters of single parents were
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significantl y more likely to become teenage mothers (Steil), and the chi ld ren of single
mothers showed an increased risk for psychiatri c disease in childhood as well as
adulthood, suicide attempt, alcohol-related disease, and narcotics-related disease
(Stei l; Weitofi, Hjem, Haglund, & Rosen, 2003).
For many years researchers and famil y scientists have pointed out the ways in
which thi s focus in research and literature is unhelpful (Allison et al., 2003 ; Arditti ,
1999; Hanson, 1986; Marsh, 2003). It can lead single-parent families and the general
publi c to believe that they are defici ent or inadequate, and contributes to a se lffulfillin g prophecy of negati ve views lead ing to a negative outcome in si ngle-parent
fami li es. Therefore, application of this infonnation is limited.

Probl ems in Two-Parent Fam ili es

It mi ght be inferred fTom the literature cit ed above that simpl y being in a two-

parent fami ly creates positi ve famil y outcomes. It is impractical and ill advised to
suggest that single parents shou ld change the structure of their famil y in ord er to
ameli orate any of the negative findings described above (DeFrain, 1999). Thi s type of
causal relationship is not estab li shed in the literature. This is clearly not something
that many people who find themselves in this family situation can control, want to
change, nor will it necessarily be help ful to simply get married or stay married (FordGi lboe, 2000; Hanson, 1986; Ihinger-Tal lm an, 1986; Olson & DeFrain, 2003;
Richards & Schmiege, 1993 ; Sprenkle & Piercy, 1992; Steil, 200 1). Based on the
approach of thi s type of research, those in a single-parent famil y situation are left to
feel helpless and destined to fai l.
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The findings of Jaffee, Moffitt, Caspi, and Taylor (2003) show th at children
are not necessarily better off in a two-parent family. These researchers found two
variations in the research related to father in volvement and their children' s behavior.
On one hand, if fathers engaged in high levels of anti social behavior, th e more time
they li ved with their children, the more conduct problems the chi ldren had.
Conversely, fathers with low levels of antisocial behavior and less time li ving with
their children also indicated more behavior prob lems in children. Results of another
study suggest that parenting was perceived as more beneficial in a single-parent home
than in a home where the single mother had remarried and there was a stepfather
(Lundberg & Andersson, 2000). Steil (2001) also hi ghli ghted research that children of
single mothers who had li ved only in a single-mother home were "do ing as well or
better than those who made transiti ons to step-famili es, transitions to grandparent or
relati ve care without a parent , or who experienced multiple family transitions" (p.
358). Thi s seems to show that simpl y remarryin g and the ph ys ica l presence of two
parents does not always bring satisfactory results.
Vandewater and Lansford (1998) found that in any family type, including
those who have never di vorced, con flict had a negati ve impact on children. The
impact of conflict (well-being) was assessed with a measure asking about children's
internalizing and externali zing behavior as well as trouble with peers. Conflict was
measured by asking about the freq uency of open di sagreements. Children in the study
who had two parents who had never divorced but had hi gh levels of conflict showed
lower levels of well-being than those with si ngle parents who had divorced and had
lower levels o f confl ict. Vandewater and Lansford found that the lowerin g of confli ct
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is what increased well-being, o ften thi s happened by the separati on of the parents.
Famil y structure was not sign ifi cantl y related to well-being. Two parents were
actu all y more harmful if there were hi gh leve ls of conflict.
Lau (2003) described a study which attempted to sub stantiate the diffi culties
that children of divorced or separated fa mili es experience, in which 3,315 secondary
students from multiple famil y types were assessed on pathology. Of all the children
sampled, 95.8% were found to have low self-esteem, 65 .4% reported poor peer
relati onships, and 62.2% reported poor famil y relationships. Onl y 7% of those
sampl ed came from separated or di vorced fa mili es. However, the focus of the
di scuss ion in the paper was about the probl ems of children from di vorced or
separated families. This research , as well as other research (DeFrain , 1999; DeFrain
& Stitmett, 2002 ; Olson & DeFrain, 2003; Steil , 2001), seems to show that all
chil dren fro m all famil y types can and do ex peri ence difficulti es. All of these studi es
suggest the poss ibility o f a different common fac tor contributing to famil y
diffi culti es, rather than simpl y the famil y stmcture.

Perspecti ves of Single-Parent Families

Single parents and their families have been pathologized by soci ety in general
through media, past research foci, and pro fessionals who are meant to help (Lau,
2003). Social workers have encouraged s ingle-parent families to request resources by
focusing on their weaknesses and areas of difficulty. In thi s way, they furth er
pathologize these famili es. As stated by Lau, " It can be said that they are helped for
their vulnerability and blamed for their depend ence at the sam e time" (p . 50). A
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professional seeking to help a single-parent family may attribute problems within the
fami ly to the structure rather than other potential areas of concern; they may make
assumptions about the family simply because there is one parent instead of two
(Kissman, 1995).
Lau (2003), in a review of six research articles, found that the single-parent
families did not vary statisticall y from the two-parent families; however, in general ,
the authors focused on only the single-parent families as being problematic. Lau also
foun d that when single-parent fam il y strengths were found in these research articles,
it was not mentioned in the discussion sections of the art icles. The opposite was done,
the difficulties of si ngle-parent families were the focus in the discussions. The
majority of research on single-parent families in general is done on clinical
populations or those receiving social services, rather than a more representative
sample that includes famili es not receivin g these services (Lau).
The way that these individ uals and families are referred to or categorized can
affect the general view of th em by society and those interacting w ith them as deficient
or lacking (Kissman, 1995). A public opinion survey showed that of all the
respondents, 54% saw si ngle-parent families as problematic, abnormal families and
70% thought that the parenting of single parents was not effectiv e (Lau, 2003). When
these fami lies are referred to as "broken," " non-intact," or when they are compared to
two-parent families as a standard of success, the pathologizing of si ngle-parent
families is often perpetuated. Sprenkl e and Piercy (1992) stated:
Our culture is presently awash with prob lem-saturated narratives for
certain unconventional forms of U.S. family life that do not confonn
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to more traditional , "po litically correct" views of the family. These
problem-saturated narratives serve to perpetuate a dominant narrative
by pathologizing alternatives. (p. 405)
Sociocu ltural variabl es, such as the way in which children at school view and
interact with children in si ngle-parent families, seem to be a greater cause for
children ' s poor o utcomes related to single-parent families than anything inherent in
the family structure (Trusty, 1994). Children have been sociali zed to view singleparent families in a certain way (Trusty). Bloom (2000) stated that as children
develop lingu isti call y, referents between a word and a meaning are mentally
programmed. Chi ldren make connections between a mental referent and the actual
word based on the meaning of that word which is presented to them as they are
learning. This in vo lves social learning; therefore, fami ly and society innuence a
child 's assigned meaning to words. Using social learning and behaviori st theories to
help ex pl ain thi s, chi ldren make references based on reinforced connections as
referents. Therefore, the things that draw attent ion and th e things that are repeated are
more likely to be learned by the child (B loom). Words then have a contextual
connotation. This is social constructionism, or the idea that " reality is sociall y
constructed in and through language and interaction between people" (McCarthy,
2001, p. 254).
In our society, many words that are used to describe single-parent families
were deve loped in a contex t of view ing single-parent families as deviant and as less
health y than two-parent famili es (Ford-Gilboe, 2000; Kissman, 1995; Lau, 2003;
Sprenkle & Pi ercy, 1992). The terms and connotations were created with the view
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that anything short of the two-parent family standard is inadeq uate, such as " broken
home" or " non-intact fam ily." Therefore, no matter how common and/or healthy
single-parent fami lies are, these negative referents are sti ll attached. Single-parent
pathology is embedded in our language by having two-parent families as the
definition of"fam ily" when various language and terms were created (Kissman). It
impli es that a "fami ly" is a unit with two parents and descriptors of the family are set
up to impl y this. The language we use implies that single-parent families, or anything
other than the two-parent family, are second-class families. This causes difficulti es
for all families because we are pathologizing unique fami ly types as a society, often
without even being aware of it. This language is like the air we breathe; it is difficult
to actually identify and recognize how much an inherent part of dai ly life it is
(Bloom , 2000; Montgomery, 2002; Trusty, 1994). This can be seen in the way wage
labor/emp loyment as well as ch ild and famil y welfare system s were set up to fit the
roles of a two-parent fam il y in which one parent goes to work and the other stays at
hom e (Kissman). The roles of chi ld rearing and financial provider were socially
constructed as roles to be filled by two separate people. The way they are set up often
does not allow for one parent alone to reasonably be able to fulfill both roles; it does
not allow for unique families to fulfill their needs.

Single Parents and Time

Ihinger-Talhnan (1986) studied and discussed in great detail the restructuring
and adjustment that must take place in a famil y when a child is bom to a single
mother, when a divorce takes place, or when the death of a spouse occurs. Many
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times the single parent carri es with them the beli efs about rol es and time structuring
that ex isted or were beli eved to ex ist in the two-parent famil y. However, different
resources and structure ex ist in the single-parent famil y. Greef and VanDer M erwe
(2004) have also di scu ssed the contextual changes o f composition, ro les,
relationships, and economic circum stances which occur after a divorce, separation , or
death and require rol e and perspecti ve adaptation in order for famil y functioning to be
sati sfactory. Beliefs about what "should" be done can leave single parents feeling
inadequate. They are trying to li ve a two-parent famil y system with onl y one parent.
Adaptation to the new single-parent famil y co ntex t might be useful in order to help
single-parent families find satis faction in their functioning. Reestabli shing rol e
definiti ons and perspectives about what each famil y member does to fulfill the needs
of the fam il y help to ensure that needs are being met reali sti cally.
Single parents often fi nd themselves having to decide between two differing
things that th ey see as important to the famil y because they do not have enough time
or reso urces to accompli sh both (S umaza, 2001 ). Exampl es of these may include
deciding between various children's acti viti es/performances and work requirements
or deciding between two items to spend money on. It is the guilt about the deci sion or
the feeling that they are lacking something that tends to create difficulti es, rather than
the actual decision or lack o f whatever may have been sacrificed (Sumaza). It seems
the perception of failure is more harmful than the actual event that occurs or does not
occur. Hanson and Sporakowski (1986) found that employed sin gle-mothers sacrifi ce
time in personal care acti viti es, such as social or recreational acti viti es, and that this
can have a negati ve impact on the famil y well-being. Daly (200 1) conducted a study
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in which 17 dual-earner and I I single-parent families were interviewed about their
perceptions and experience with " famil y time. " Additionally, eight epi sodes of
observat ion were done with children who were 4 and 5 years old durin g childcare.
Daly concluded that although most families in general seem to have a posi ti ve
ex pectation about time spent together, they are typically disappointed by the actual
time that is spent together. They tended to think that there was never enough time
spent wi th famil y, that the time together was largely spent serving children, and that
time together was a duty or obli gation. This was then expressed with feeli ngs of
disillusionment and guilt . There seems to be a discrepancy between ex pectations and
actual ex perience. Again , these fee li ngs of disappointment or the fear o f doing
something "wrong" tend to impact the family negatively by creating urmecessary
con Oi ct or tens ion.
These studies seem to point toward the fam il y ex pectation s abou t the way
time "should" be used as being problemati c. Thi s may be an unhelpful sociall y
constructed perspective and expectation. Single-parent fami li es may benefit from a
more rea li stic perspecti ve about how to use th eir time that accounts for the unique
single-parent family structure.

Demographic Variabl es Associated With Single-Parent Fami ly Hmmfulness

Past research suggests that some traditional demographi c variables such as
finances/income, parent gender, and the relationship of parent/chi ld gender contribute
to potenti all y harmfu l effects of si ngle-parent fami li es. For example, Su et-ling et a!.
(2003) posit that a higher single-parent fami ly income comparabl e to a two-parent
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famil y income can help children's academic achievement. Yet, Ennisch and
Francesconi (2001) found that there still tended to be adverse affects in single-parent
families even after controlling for poor economic conditions. This seems to point to a
different common factor related to poor outcomes other than financ es. Research on
family strengths (DeFrain, 1999; DeFrain & Stinnett, 2002; Olson & DeFrain, 2003 ;
Stinnett & DeFrain, 1985) over the years has identi ti ed that when famili es lack
adequate financial resources such that they are not able to spend positi ve time
together and form close relationships, this is when a higher income may be helpful.
However, these researchers stated that there are fa milies who maintain healthy and
satisfied relationships without what some may consider adequate financial resources.
The researchers also concluded that ethnic, cultural, and religious/spiritual
backgro unds by themselves do not tell anything abo ut family strength, sati sfaction , or
health . T he authors of thi s research contended that it was the dynami cs of the famil y
and the meanin g that these factors had for the family that lead to an understanding of
the families' sources of sati sfacti on or health (DeFrain, 1999; DeFrain & Stinnett,
2002).
Downey, Ainsworth- Darnell , and Dufur (1998) sought to identify whether or
not there were significant parenting gender differences between chi ldren who lived
with single mothers and children who lived with single fathers. When comparing the
well-being of the children in the sample, they found that there was little ev idence to
support that children do better or develop di ffe rently in either hou sehold. Downey
and Powe ll ( 1993) examined whether or not children did better li vi ng with a same-sex
single-parent and also found nothing to support thi s. None of the vari ables studi ed
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reached levels of statistical significance with respect to males or femal es benefiting
from li ving with their same-sex parent as opposed to their opposite-sex parent. The
research hi ghlighted in thi s section does not seem to justify the c laim that traditional
demographic variab les worsen difficulties for single-parent fam ilies. One could
conclude from this that when there are difficulti es within a single-parent family, they
are then coming from a source other than demographics.

Single-Parent Family Strengths

When examining the strengths of single-parent families, some researchers
have id enti fied characteristics that were more common in the single-parent famili es
than in th e two-parent famili es. For instance, Cooksey and Fondell ( 1996) found that
custodial/residential singl e- fath ers are more likely to engage in a greater variety of
acti vi ti es w ith their children than are fathers in more traditional two-parent families;
residential single-fathers also tend to be quite involved in their chil dren's li ves.
Adolescents from single-parent families tended to perceive both of their parents as
friendli er in general than adolescents in two-parent families (Asmussen & Larson,
1991).
Richards and Schrniege (1993) suggested that the process of si ngle parenting
may help parents and ch ildren to develop greater independence, increase their ability
to handl e a variety of situations, increase autonomy, and lead to improved
responsib ility. Ford-G ilboe (2000) also supported this notion and found that the
nature of the strengths within single-parent famili es tended to be more si milar than
different from those found within two-parent famili es, as seen in self-reported
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measures of perceived strengths of both family types. Ford-Gilboe found that
satisfaction was more dependent on the way a context was perceived and by the
attainment of family goals, rather than how they were reaching the goal or what the
actual context was. Perhaps the experience of becoming a single-parent family
provides greater opportunity for these strengths to be developed in some cases.
DeFrain et al. (2003) illustrated that family strengths are often developed in response
to challenges, such as a divorce, separation, death of a parent, or birth of a child to a
single parent. The work of DeFrain et al. also supported the idea that crises can either
weaken families, or they can help make famil y relationships stronger. This supports
the idea that it is perspect ive that affects how families deal with situations, and,
therefore, the perspective that affects satisfaction and success. Many families have
reported seei ng divorce, death of a spouse, and single parenthood as a crisis. It is up
to each family as to how they view their crisis, if they see it as a crisis, and, therefore,
what they do with it. It is important for all families to utilize identifi ed strengths and
to encourage the development of strengths as they are the tools to create a helpful
perspective of all situations in life, and, therefore, sati sfaction (Ford-Gilboe, 2000).
There has been support in the literature about all types/structures of families
for a strengths based perspective (Allison et al., 2003; Arditti, 1999; DeFrain, 1999;
Ford-Gilboe, 2000; Hanson, 1986; Marsh, 2003; Richards & Schrniege, 1993). Shek
(2002) showed that positive adol escent perceptions of their single parents were
correlated with better adolescent psychological well-being. Jackson and Scheines
(2005) found that single-mothers' self-efficacy mediated depression and various
employment difficulties.
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These findings lend credence that perhaps it is the negati ve perspective of
single-parent fam ilies that is contributing to the negative effects, rather than the
structure itself. Havin g a strengths-based view may be more helpfu l because it allows
families to focus on what they are doing and can do to succeed rather than on failure
(Ford-Gilboe, 2000; Marsh, 2003). It gives a goal, something that can be controlled .
Focusing on the negati ve can create a self-fulfilling prophecy. If peopl e are
experiencing stress related to their perceptions abou t their famil y, thi s can create
difficulties. As Richards and Schmiege (1 993 ) quote Thomas and Thomas, "If men
defi ne their situations as real, they are real in their consequences" (p. 277). A model
of famili es and indi vidua ls assessing their self-identifi ed strengths in an effort to help
their fam ili es function constructively mi ght offer greater potential for help than one
that simply points out deficiencies that are beyond control (Richards & Schmiege).
This approach also assumes a perspective that all famili es have strength s as well as
weaknesses, not th at some families are strong and some are weak (Atwood, I 995).
This perspective appears more realistic and he lp ful for all families. Researching
common fac tors of"healthy" families gives an obj ecti ve for families to work toward.

Definition of a Healthy Family and of Family Strength s

Effective functionin g in a single-parent family has been defin ed as having
characteristics of"good physical and mental health , feelings o f well -being, adequate
role performance, economic independence, and the ab ility to maintain famil y
boundaries" (Ihin ger-Ta llm an, 1986, p. 2 15). Healthy fami lies were defined as
"systems that were in a state of physical and mental well-being" (Hanson, 1986, p.
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126). Sprenkl e and Piercy ( 1992) further define a healthy family as "a kinship gro up
whose primary function s include providing for the physical well -being of its
members, the nurturant socialization of children, and the meeting o f basic emotional
needs for unconditional love" (p. 406). Accordingly, any family structure could
constitute a " healthy famil y." Altho ugh there have been various socially constructed
ideas about what a famil y " is" or "sho uld" be, it is the family that defines itself as a
famil y and is, therefore, the entity who decides how it will most effecti vely be abl e to
reach its goa ls and find sati sfaction in order to be healthy. Healthiness is not related
with the structure of the system (Sprenkle & Pi ercy) .
Fam il y strengths have been defined as "the set of relationshi ps and processes
that support and protect fami lies and family members during times of adversity and
change" (Marsh, 2003, p. 147). All famili es go through change and adversity, and,
therefore, these strengths seem universall y importa nt. Many si ngle-parent famili es
may ex peri ence a more direct or specific occurrence of adversit y and change that is
more noti ceabl e, such as a death of a parent/spouse or a divorce. Therefore, thi s
information about famil y strengths can be utili zed there to help protect the famil y and
help them to work through the difficulty. However, that does not make thi s
information less applicab le to all family structures that all experience adversity and
change over a more expanded time period.
The PSI has been used in the past to assess parenting strengths, including
those of single mothers (Strom et al., 2003). The PSI asks about various aspects of
commu nicati on, use of time, teaching, frustration (the ability to use accep tance),
sati s faction, and information needs of the sample of single parents and children of
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single parents. These strengths are simi lar to those found in healthy fam ili es and have
been discussed and studi ed in the literature and research. Som e o f the common
strengths found were: good family relationships that involve closeness (Arditti, 1999;
Ford-Gilboe, 2000; Gree f & VanDer Merwe, 2004), good/close relationships outside
of the fa mil y (Greef & VanDer Merwe), famil y hardiness/ability to cope with stress
and crises with a positi ve focus (DeFrain, 1999; Ford-Gilboe; Greef & VanDer
Merwe; Olson & DeFrain, 2003; O lson, DeFrain, & Olson, 1998; Stinnett & DeFrain,
1985), reli gious beliefs/spiritual well-being (DeFrain; Ford-Gi lboe; O lson &
DeFrain; O lson et a!. ; Richards & Schmiege, 1993 ; Stinnett & DeFrain), open and
helpful communication skill s (Arditti; DeFrain ; Greef & VanDer Merwe; Olson &
DeFrain ; Ol son et al.; Stinnett & DeFrain), tim e spent together (DeFrain ; Fo rdGilboe; Olson & DeFrain; Olson et al. ; Stinnett & DeFrain), family management and
teamwork (Ford-Gi lboe; Richards & Scluniege), appreciation and affecti on (DeFrain ;
Olson & DeFrai n; Olson et al. ; Stinnett & DeFra in), and commitment/pride in the
famil y (DeFrain ; Ford-Gilboe; Olson & DeFrain; O lson et al.; Stinnett & DeFrain).
Ford-Gilboe discovered that the perceived strengths of single-parent fami lies as well
as two-parent fami lies were more simi lar than different. It seems that these strengths
are things that all families can identify within them se lves and/or build in order to
work through difficulties and find satisfaction. The PSI assesses these strengths and
may help single-parent famili es to identify their own perspecti ve of how to achieve
satisfaction.
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Summary

This brief review o f the literature highli ghts the possib iliti es that perhaps it is
not the structure of single-parent fam ili es that are harmful or defi cient, but the

perspective of the structure that may be ham1ful. A different perspective has emerged
that contends that it is not a matter of if single-parent fam ilies are healthy or not, but

how th ey are and can be healthy. Just as healthy two-parent famili es have common
characteri stics, so might healthy single-parent families. The literatu re shows that
these characteristics seem to apply to all famili es. It is then up to each family with its
unique structure to decide how to impl ement the attributes of a healthy fami ly. This
study is intend ed to help those in a single-parent family structure be ab le to construct
a more helpful view, as we ll as identify possibl e parenting strategies th at can support
thi s view . It will help id entify what facto rs are important in single-parent fami ly
satisfaction, as identified by single-parent famil y members. Though many parenting
objectives may have a pos iti ve influence, with their limited time single parents need
to know what is most important for them to focus on and impl ement. Family
therapists can play an important ro le in promoting this process.
Based on this review of the literature, the purpose of this study was to
discover the self-identified parenting strategies related to satisfaction for single
parents to foc us their limited tim e, which may allow the construction of a more
helpful perspective for and about this famil y type. It is this perspecti ve that may
initiate and perpetuate more effecti ve and sati sfying single-parent family functioning.
Therefore, the research quest ions addressed were intended to identify the single-
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parent and child of single-parent perspective o f what is related to satisfaction. The
research questions were:
I . How do single-parents' scores on the satisfaction scale of the PSI relate to
their scores on the other sca les of the PSF?
2. How do adolescents' scores fo r their single parents on the sati sfaction scale of
the PSI relate to their scores for parents on the other scal es o f the PSF?
3. Do adolescent scores and parent scores differ as they relate to the satisfaction
scale of the PSF?
4. How do other independent vari abl es (e.g., parent age, chil d age, time together,
adult at home) influence generati onal responses on satisfaction as measured
by the PSF?

25
CHAPT ER llT
METHOD

As previously stated, the purpose of this study was to identify the selfidentifi ed single-parenting strengths as measured by the PSI. To carry out thi s
purpose an exploratory multi-source single-method descriptive design was employed.

Study Sampl e

Participants in thi s study consisted of 86 single parents (58 mothers and 28
fath ers) of 10- to 14-year-olds who provided perceptions about themse lves. In
addition, 67 earl y adolescents (29 ado lescents of single moth ers and 38 of si ngle
fathers) from 10 to 14 years of age described perceptions of the parent in whose
homes they li ved. The non-consanguineo us group of part icipants was drawn from th e
Office of Parent Developm ent international (http://www.public.asu.edu/- rdstrom/)
data bank at Arizona State Uni versit y. Table I describes the demographi c
characteri stics for the 153 participants who described perceptions about parenting.

Single Mothers
Single mothers (n = 58) that participated in this study consisted of selfselected biological mothers of 10- to 14-year-old children. These mothers described
themselves from a li st of etlmi c choices as Wh ite (35%), Black (3 %), or Hispanic
(59%). Almost all o f the women were between the ages of30 and 49 years old (95%).
A majority (59%) of the mothers reported not attending college with 35% lacking a
high schoo l diploma. The household earning power of these mothers was low with
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almost three-fourths of th em indicating that their annual household income was less
than $35,000 annually (59% indicated an ann ual household income of less than
$20,000 per year).
Ha lf of these mothers completed the survey on their sons while the other half
completed the survey on their daughter. A large portion of them described
impressions about thei r 13- to 14-year-old child (60%), while the rest described their
I 0- to 12-year-o ld ch ild (40%). A large number described their child as an average or
below average student (67 %). Over half (59%) of the mothers indi cated that they
spent more than 5 hours each week engaged in talking or doi ng things with this child.
About two-th irds (67%) stated that there was always or often an adu lt home when
their child returned from school.

Children of Single Mothers
The mostly female (62%) group of earl y ado lescent respondents (n

=

29)

provided similar description s of their mothers as those represented in the sampl e
above. These children described themselves from a list of ethni c choices as White
(52%), B lack (14%), or Hi spanic (28%). Over half of them cl assifi ed themselves as
average or below average students (60%). Many (52%) of the chi ldren indicated that
there was a lways or often an adu lt home when they returned from schoo l. Less than
half(45%) of the children acknowledged that they spent at least 5 hours each week
talking or doing things with their parent.
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Single Fathers

Single fathers (n = 28) that participated in this study consisted of self-selected
biological fathers of 10- to 14-year-old children. These fathers described them selves
from a list of ethnic choices as White (32%) or Black (68%). Most of the men were
between the ages of 30 and 49 years old (82%). Half (50%) of the fathers reported
attending at least some college with 25% of them obtaining a col lege degree. The
household eami ng power of these fathers was low with almost three-fourths of them
indicating that their annual household income was less than $35,000 annually (39%
indi cated an annual household income of less than $20,000 per year) .
Many of these fathers co mpl eted the survey on their sons (64%). A large
portion of them described impressions about their I 0- to 12-year-o ld chi ld (68%),
while the ot her 32% described their 13- to 14-year-old ch il d. A large number
described their child as an average or below average student (75%). Over half (61 %)
of the fathers indicated that they did not spend at least 5 hours each week engaged in
talking or doing things with thi s child . Over half (61 %) stated that there was always
or often an adult home when their child returned from school.

Children of Single Fathers

The mostly male (63%) group of early adolescent respondents (n = 38)
provided simi lar descriptions of their fathers as those represented in the sampl e
above. These ch ildren described themselves from a list of ethnic choices as White
(47%) or Black (53%). Over half of them classified themselves as average or below
average students (61 %). Many (58%) of the chi ldren indicated that there was always
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or o ften an adult home when they retum ed from school. Less than one third (32%) o f
the children acknowledged that they spent at least 5 hours each week talking or doing
things with their parent .

Tabl e I

Frequencies and Percentages ofDemographic Characleristics fo r Both Generations
of Respondents to the PSI

Children of
S in gle-])arents (n = 86)
Demo gra])hics

Fregu encv

Percentage

sin gle-])arcnts (n
Fregu ency

= 67)

Percentage

Femal e

58

67%

32

48%

Male

28

33%

35

52%

39

45%

29

43%

(son, father)

47

55%

38

57%

Child age 10- 12

42

49%

29

43%

Child age 13-14

44

51 %

38

57%

Parent age 39 and younger

52

6 1%

38

57%

Parent age 40 and older

34

39%

29

43%

Parent a lways/o ften home

55

64%

37

55%

Parent seldom/ never home

31

36%

30

45%

Reported on a female
(daughter, mother)
Reported on a male

(tabl e continues)
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Children of
Singl e garents (n = 86}
Demograghics

Freg uenc y

Percentage

single garents (n = 67}
Freguency

Percentage

< 5 hours together a week

41

48%

39

58%

;:: 5 hours together a week

45

52%

28

42%

Parent < co llege education

48

56%

N/A

N/A

Parent ;:: co llege educat ion

38

44%

N/A

N/A

Parent income< $35K/yr.

62

72%

N/A

N/A

Parent income ;:: $35K/yr.

22

26%

N/A

N/A

2

2%

N/A

N/A

or unemployed

29

34%

16

24%

Paren t employed full-time

57

66%

51

76%

26

30%

27

40%

average or below

60

70%

40

60%

Ethnicity: White

29

34%

33

49%

Ethnicity: Black

21

24%

24

36%

Ethnicity: Hi spanic

34

40%

8

12%

2

2%

2

3%

Income non-respondents
Parent employed part-tim e

Child school grades
above average
Child school grades

Ethnicity: No response
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Data Collection

Data coll ection for this study proceeded in two phases. The first ph ase of
collection has been ongoing over the past eight years. Below is a brief explanation of
the data collection method emp loyed for the initial phase. Parents received a letter
(see Appendix) from the principal of the middle or junior high school their child
attended. Thi s letter was deli vered by the student in a sealed enve lope or sent by mail.

It ex pl ained that the goal of the inventory was to identify strengths and infonnation
needs o f parents of children in thi s age range so that a suitabl e parent curriculum
could be developed for them . Parents were asked to complete the enclosed Parent

Success Indicator (PSI) and return it to the principal using a stamped self-addressed
envelope. Parents in a neighborin g school district were encouraged to permit their
child to com pl ete the child version of the PSI at school to be admini stered by a
teacher. The Appendix presents an example of the Informed Con sent and Pern1i ss ion
Form for Parents and Chi ldren that were included. No distinction was made in the
so li citation of participants regarding marital statu s. Because data co llection was
initi ated at the school, inclusion was defin ed by having a child in the correct age
group. Of the 850 families invi ted to participate, 714 chose to complete the survey
(84%). The parents were informed that the names of participants would not be
included in any reports about the study and that their responses and the responses of
their child would be held strictl y confidenti al.
Directions were provided to students by the teacher when the PSI was
admini stered at school (see Appendi x). They were told that the purpose of the study
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was to learn about the strengths and ed ucational needs o f parents with whom they
now live. Chi ldren were assured that the answers they provided would never be
shown to their parents. The majority of these parent participants were marri ed. A
random sample of the eligibl e single participants was included with the fin al data set
for thi s study.
Because a sufficient number o f single parents for analys is was not obtai ned
using the above method, in 2004 a second phase of data collection was initi ated in
schoo l districts in the greater Phoeni x area with th e express purpose o f acquiring
single-parent respondents and their 10- to 14-year-old children. As outlined below, a
purpos ive sample of parti cipants was thus garnered. Research ers from the Offi ce of
Parent Development International were granted permission to enter classrooms with
students between the ages o f I 0 and 14. Demographically these schoo ls were
identifi ed by the di strict as having hi gh concentrations (not operati onall y defin ed) of
students li ving in homes with a single parent. In each class, researchers asked for
vo lunt eers to participate in a study that wou ld help single-parent famili es identi fy
unique strengths and needs of single parents. One hundred and fifty students
vo lunteered and were given a packet to take home. The packet contained a letter of
ex planation, both generat ional versions o f the PSI, informed consent and assent
form s, and a sel [-addressed stamped envelope to return the completed surveys. The
letter of explanation asked the parent and child to fill out the surveys in different
rooms and to not share their answers with each other. The parents and children were
infonned that the names of participants wo uld not be included in any rep011s about
th e study and that their responses and th e responses of their chi ld would be held
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strictly confidential. The Appendix contains exampl es of the letter sent home to
single parents and the informed consent/assent forms used in thi s phase of the data
collection.
Of the !50 packets distributed, 40 were returned within the first 2 weeks.
After 2 weeks, reminder cards were sent to those who had not yet responded. Six
famili es returned the cards indicating that they were not eligible to participate because
of remarriage. After 4 weeks, a total of90 packets were returned. Four of these
packets contained incomplete surveys and were excluded from this study. Of the 86
remaining packets, only 67 of them contained completed surveys from child
respondents. Thus the response rate for single parents was 57% and for children of
singl e parents the response rate was 45%. From this second phase, a random·selection
of participants was added to those from the first phase to compl ete the data pool for
this study.

Instrum entation

The Parent Success Indicator (PSI) used in thi s study is commerciall y
available from Scholastic Testing Services (Strom & Strom, 1998). The purpose of
this instrument is to allow parents valuable insights into their own strengths and needs
for improvement (Collinsworth, Strom, & Strom, 1996). The in strum ent is used to
detennine needs for education and for comparisons as to the extent to which
behaviors and attitudes adjust based on participation in an education al program.
Utili zing two versions of this in ventory allows both parents to respond about
themselves and children to respond about one of their parents.
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The PSI consists o f 60 likert-type items with Always, Often, Seldom, and
Never o ffered as choices for eac h item. Each item is the same across generati onal
versions but worded differentl y to accommodate the respondent. For example, item 1
for parents reads "I am good at li stening to my child." The child version reads "My
parent is good at listening to me."
The PSI subdi vides the 60 items into six subscales of 10 item s each. These
subsca les are as follows: Communication Scale - skill s of expression and discussion
with children and learning from them ; Use of Time Scale - making decisions about
the ways in which time is used; Teaching Scale - the scope of guidance and
instruction ex pected of parents; Frustration Scale - attitudes and behaviors of
children that may bother parents and their acceptance of these; Satisfaction Scale aspects of satisfaction related to the parenting role, and Information Needs Scale things parents need to know about thei r child and about important topics related to
parenting their child . These subscales represent fund amental aspects of parenting
ski lls. Indi vidual item scores, together with the six subscales scores lend va luabl e
insights about parents' attitudes with respect to a particular child.

PSI Scoring
Both generational versions of the PSI are scored the same way. Each of the
responses to the 60 items is ass igned a numerical value of 4, 3, 2, or 1. Values of 4
are given to those responses that indi cate the most favorable parent strength. Values
descending to 1 represent the least favorabl e. The first, third, and fifth 10 item
subsca les are word ed positi vely so a va lue of 4 wo uld be given to an "always"
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Table 2

Example of Response Values for Two //ems of/he Parent Version of the PSI

Item I

I am good at listening to my child

Always

Often

Sometimes

4

3

2

2

3

Never

Item 31

I am frustrated by the way my child
f ollows rules

4

response. The second, fourth , and sixth I 0 item subscales are worded such th at a
va lue of 4 is applied to the " never" responses. See Table 2 for an examp le of the
parent version of two of the PSI items and their different response valu es.
Combined mean scores for any item within a generation of2.5 differenti ate
between favorable and unfavorabl e perfom1ance. When a combined mean score of
2.5 or greater is indicated by a particul ar source (parent, child , or both generation s), it
is considered " favorable" and represents a strength of the parent. More spec ifi call y, a
score of 2.5 to 3.0 is cons idered sli ghtl y favorable and 3.0 to 4.0 is interpreted as
highly favorable. Conversely, all combined item mean scores below 2.5 are
unfavorable; 2.0 to 2.5 is slight ly unfavorable and 1.0 to 2.0 is highly unfavorable
(Strom & Strom, 1998). Further insight can be gained by similar ratings for the
subscale categori es.

Validity and Reliability
Validity of scores on the PSI has been estab li shed across genders
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(Collinsworth, Strom, & Strom, 1996) and across cultures (Beckert, Strom, Strom,
Yang, & Singh, in press). Responses were factor analyzed by item and subscale.
Analysis with principal components and principal factor solutions followed by a
varimax rotation resulted in eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater for six factors making a
"best fit." For the domestic populations subscale factor loadings indicated that of the
60 items, 57 loaded significantly on the expected subscales, thus lending th e
instrument to be considered valid based on these scores.
Reliability alpha coefficients for scores for the overall instrument between .92
and .95 were attained through analysis of responses from culturally diverse families
in the United States. Alpha estimates for the scores on the six subscales were also
hi gh for the populations (Strom & Strom, 1998). The Cronbach alpha coefficient
scores for all subj ects for each of the scales in the PSI were as follows: .86 for
communication sca le, .77 for use of time sca le, .89 for teaching sca le, .86 for
frustration scale, .83 for sat isfaction sca le, and .93 for infom1ation needs sca le. These
scores indicate good reliability (Henson, 200 1).

Design and Data Analysis

Because of the exploratory nature of this study a descriptive design was
employed. The dependent variab les for this study were item scores, subscale scores,
and total score on the PSI for both generations. Descriptive variables including parent
gender (father, mother) , child gender (son, daugh ter), age of the child (I 0 - 12 years
of age, 13 - 14 years of age), age of the parent (less than40 years of age, 40 years of
age and older), child schoo l grades (above average, average or below), adu lt home
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when the child returns from school (always or o ft en home, sometimes or never
home), ti me spent together (0-5 hours, 5- l 0 hours), parental educational statu s (less
than co ll ege, some college or more), and parental fin ancial status (less than $35,000
per year, $35,000 or more per year) were used as independent vari abl es. Note that
in fo nn ation regarding education and fi nancial status of parents was garnered only
from adult respondents. Based on th e research questi ons that guide thi s study outlined
above, the analyses of the data proceeded as fo llows:
Question One: How Do Single- Parents' Scores on the Satisfacti on Scal e of the
PS I Relate to Their Scores on the Other Scales o f the PSI? Descriptive statisti cs
included mean scores and standard dev iati ons fo r each group (single mothers, single
fath ers) ca lculated for each scale (communicati on, use of time, teaching, fru strati on,
sati sfacti on, infonnati on needs). A Pearson correlation coefficient matrix for each
gro up separately as well as a combined matrix were computed to quantify the
related ness of group scores across sca les.
Question Two: How Do Adolescents' Scores fo r Their Single Parents on the
Sati sfacti on Scale of the PSI Relate to Their Scores for Parents on the Other Scales of
the PS I? Descripti ve stati stics included mean scores and standard deviati ons for each
group (children of single mothers, children of single fathers) calcul ated for each scale
(l isted in previous paragraph). A Pearson correlati on coefficient matrix for each group
separately as well as a combined matrix were computed to quantify the relatedness o f
group scores across scales.
Question Three: Do Ado lescent Scores and Parent Scores Diffe r as They
Relate to the Satisfaction Scale of the PSI? Separate Analyses of Variance
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(ANOVAs) were performed for each sati sfaction item and total sati sfaction scale to
examine differences between generati onal responses.
Question Four: How Are Child Age, Gender, Time Spent Together, Parent
Home When Child Returns From School, Parent Education Level, and Parent b1come
Related to the Different Perception Ratings of Parental Satisfaction Measured by the
PSI? Each of the independent variables listed above was compared for each of the
four respondent groups (s ingle mothers, single fathers , children of single mothers, and
chi ldren of single fathers) separatel y on the dependent variables of satisfaction sca le
score and each of the ten items of the scale using analysis of variance (AN OVA).
On ly the parent gro ups responded to the descriptive variables of parent education
level and family income, thus no ana lyses were conducted for children on these two
variabl es. To guard against alpha infl ation associated with this type of repeated
analyses, the alpha level was set at .0 I for each analysis.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The results of the Parent Success Indicator (PSI) survey for the groups of
single mothers (n =58), single fathers (n = 28), children of single mothers (n = 29),
and children of single fathers (n = 38) are out lined in this chapter. Descriptive and
inferential analyses were perfom1e.d. For the purpose of analyses, the PSI is
subdivided into six subscales wh ich included the parenting areas of commun ication,
use of time, teaching, frustration, satisfaction, and information needs. Each subscale
consisted of 10 items covering various aspects of parenti ng early adolescents. The
total instrument therefore inc luded 60 items. When a combined item mean score for
each scale of2.5 or greater was reported by a respondent (single parent, ch ild of
single parent), it was considered "favorable" and represented a strength of the parent.
More specificall y, scores of2.5 to 3.0 were cons id ered sli ghtly favorab le and 3.0 to
4.0 were interpreted as hi ghly favorable. Converse ly, all combined item mean scores
below 2.5 were unfavorabl e. Scores of2.0 to 2.5 were slightly unfavorable and 1.0 to
2.0 was hi ghl y unfavorable (Strom & Strom, 1998).

Single-Parent Strength and Satisfaction Scores

Research Quest ion One: How Do Single-Parents' Scores on the Satisfaction
Scale of the PSI Relate to Their Scores on the Other Scales of th e PSI? Tables 3 and 4
show mean scores, standard deviation scores, t scores, and p values on each PSI scale
for si ngle parents and children of single parents
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Tab le 3

Single-Mother and Single-Father Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Each
PSI Scale

Single mothers (n = 58) Single fathers (n = 28)

p

M

SD

M

SD

Communication

3.29

.46

3.01

.60

2.40

.02

Use of time

2.95

.53

2.76

.48

1.65

.10

Teaching

3.35

.48

3.12

.65

1. 88

.06

Frustration

3. 17

.55

2.88

.64

2. 15

.03

Sati sfaction

3.30

.47

3.33

.43

-.33

.74

Information needs

2.35

.8 1

2.22

.95

.66

.5 1

Scale

respective ly. Due to the sample size, gender of the chi ld was not analyzed separately.
Satisfacti on mean scores for both groups of single parents (single mothers, single
fathers) were in the hi ghl y fa vorable range (M :2: 3.00). Single fathers had a hi gher
mean satisfaction scale score (M = 3.33 , SD = .43) than any of the other respondent
groups (si ngle mothers, children of single mothers, children of si ngle fathers). The
only unfavorable mean score for respondents showed both groups of sin gle-parent
respondents needing more infom1atio n about raising children in this age gro up (sing le
mothers M = 2.35, SD = .81; single fa thers M = 2.22, SD = .95 ). The comm unication
and fru strati on scale scores were significantly different between single mothers and
single fathers. The greatest difference in scores between parent groups was for the
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Table 4

Child of Single-Mother and Child of Single-Fath er Mean and Standard Deviation
Scores for Each PSI Scale

Children of

Children of

S in gle mothers (n = 29)

si ngle fath ers (n = 38)

M

SD

M

SD

Communication

3. 15

.56

2.80

.58

2.46

.02

Use of time

3.05

.43

2.74

.60

2.38

.02

Teachin g

3.18

.60

3.04

.74

.84

.40

Frustration

3. 1I

.50

2.92

.66

1.27

.21

Satisfaction

3.24

.43

3. 10

.58

1.08

.29

lnfonn at ion needs

3.20

.69

2.78

.73

2.37

.02

Scale

{!_

frustration sca le (single mothers M = 3. I 7, SD = .55; single fath ers M = 2.88 , SD =
.64).
As seen in Tables 5 and 6, all of the sca les had some level of statisticall y
signifi cant correlation with the sati sfaction scale for single mothers. The use of time
scale was hi ghly correlated with the frustration scale (r = .66, p = .000). The
frustration sca le asks about the parent 's level of acceptance on various issues that are
commonly frustrating to parents. For single mothers, the most statisticall y signifi cant
correlation with the satisfaction scale was the frustration scale (r = .54, p = .000). The
next most statistically signifi cant correlation with the sati sfaction scale for singl e
mothers was the conununi cati on scale (r = .4 1, p = .001 ).
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Table 5

Single-Mother (n =58) Pearson Correlation Scores for PSI Scales

Scale

I. Communi cation

2

.26*

2. Use of time

3

4

5

6

.57***

.19

.4 1***

.06

.07

.66***

.39**

.30*

.05

.30*

.33

.54***

.33**

3. Teaching
4. Frust ration
5. Satisfaction

.30*

6. lnfonnation needs
*p :::; .05 . **p $. 0 1. ***p 5. 00 1.

Tab le 6

Single-Fath er (n = 28) Pearson Correlation Scores fo r PSI Scales

Scale

I. Communicati on
2. Use of time
3. Teaching
4. Frustration
5. Satisfact ion
6. ln formation needs
*p :5 .05. **p s; .OJ. ***p :::; .00 1.

2

.09

3

4

5

6

.79***

.16

.63***

-.16

.12

.92***

.13

.5 1**

.16

.52**

-.17

.2 1

.5 1**
.05
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For single fath ers, the scale most significantly correlated stati sti call y with the
sati sfaction scale was the communication scale (r

= .63, p = .000). The next most

stati stically significant correlation with the sati sfaction scale for single fath ers was the
teaching scale (r

= .52, p = .005). None of the other scales had any stati stically

significant correlation with the sati sfaction scale for single fathers. The use of tim e
scale was highl y correlated with the fru stration scale (r = .92,p = .000).

Children of Single-Parent Scores

Research Question Two: How Do Adolescents ' Scores for Their Si ngle
Parents on the Satisfaction Scale of the PSI Relate to Their Scores for Parent s on the
Other Sca les of the PSI? Tabl e 4 shows mean and standard deviation sco res for each

PSI sca le for children of single parents. Satisfaction mean scores for both groups were
in th e hi ghl y favorab le range (M;:: 3.00). Children of single fathers had a lower mean
sati s faction scale score (M = 3. 10, SD = .58) than any of the other gro ups (single
mothers, single fathers , children of single mothers). Children of single mothers had
the next lowest satisfaction score (M = 3.24, SD = .43). The lowest mean score for
both groups of chi ldren was use of time (chi ldren of single mothers M = 3.05, SD =
.43; children of single fath ers M

= 2. 74, SD = .60). Children of single-fathers' mean

scores were lower than chi ldren o f single-mothers' mean scores for each scale. The
greatest difference in scores between child groups was for the information needs scale
(children of single mothers M = 3.20, SD = .69; children of single fathers M = 2.78,

SD = .73). Other than the information needs scale, ch ildren of sin gle-parents' mean
scores were lower than their correspondi ng single-parents' mean scores for each
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scale. Chi ldren of si ngle mothers were the only group to have all mean scores in the
hi gh ly favorable range (M

~

3.00).

As seen in Table 7, all but two of the correlations between the scales for
children of single mothers were statist ically significant. The two correlations not
stati stically significant were the use of time scale with the teaching scale and also
with the sati sfaction scale (use of time/teaching r
time/satisfaction r

= .32, p = .09; use of

= .34, p = .07). This shows that they had the most overall

statistically sign ificant correlations between the sca les of all the respondent groups
(single parents, children of single parents). They also had the highest stati sticall y
significant correlations. Ten of the correlations for children of single mothers were
stati sti cally significant at the highest level (p

~

.001). Three scales were very similar

in their statistically significant correlation to the sati sfaction scale for children of
si ngle mothers. They were the communi cation, teaching, and frustration sca les
(comm uni cation r = .70, p = .000; teaching r = .70, p = .000; fru stration r = .68, p =
.000). The use of time scale was the only sca le that did not have some leve l of
stati sticall y significant correlation wi th the sati sfaction scale for children of single
mothers (r

=

.3 4, p

=

.07). The use of time sca le was highly correlated with the

fru stration scale (r =. 56, p = .001).
As seen in Table 8, for children of single fathers the scale most significantly
correlated statistically with the satisfaction sca le was the teaching scale (r = .65 , p =
.000). The next most statisticall y sign ificant correlation with the satisfaction scale for
children of single fathers was the information needs scale (r = .44, p = .006). The
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Table 7

Child of Single-Mother {n = 29) Pearson Correlation Scores for PSI Scales

2

Scal e
I . Commun ication

.46**

2. Use of time

3

4

5

6

.63***

.61 ***

.70***

.57***

.32

.56***

.34

.63***

.57***

.70***

.37*

.68***

.57***

3. Teaching
4. Frustration

.49**

5. Sati s faction
6. Information needs
*p

~

.05 . **p

,:5;

.01. ** *p 5 .00 1.

Tabl e 8

Child of Single-Father (n

38) Pearson Correlation Scores for PSI Scales
2

Sca le
I. Communication
2. Use of time
3. Teaching
4 . Frustration

6. In fonn ation needs
.s .01.

.27

4

6

.56***

.II

.37*

.29

.28

.55***

. 17

.64***

.19

.65***

.30

.38*

.68***
.44**

5. Satisfaction

*p 5 .05. **p

=

***p :s;: .001.
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communication and fru stration scales had some stati sticall y significant correlation
with the sati sfaction scale; however the use of tim e did not have any stati sti cally
signi fi cant correlation for children of si ngle fa thers. The use of tim e scale was highly
corre lated wi th the frustration sca le (r = .55, p = .000).
The children showed a more statisti call y significant correlation between the
sati sfact ion scale and the inform ati on needs sca le than did parents. Single mothers
and child ren of single mothers showed a very stati stically significant correlation
between frustration and sati sfaction, which si ngle fathers and children of single
fa thers did not have . The common correlati ons that were found within the statisti ca ll y
sign ificant correlations for all groups were: communication and teaching,
co mmunication and satisfaction, use of time and frustration, use of time and
information needs, teaching and satisfact ion, and frustration and inform at ion needs.

Differences between Si ngle-Parent and C hild of Single-Parent Scores

Research Question Three: Do Ado lescent Scores and Parent Scores Differ as
They Relate to the Satisfaction Scale of the PSI? Tables 9 and I 0 show the
differences of satisfaction scale scores between single parents and children of single
parents. The single mothers and chi ldren of single mothers did not show stati sticall y
sign ificant difference between their scores for the total satisfaction scale. Only one
item on the scale approached statistical signifi cance, the first item (single mother M =
3.83, SD

= .38; child of s ingle mother M = 3.62, SD = .68; F = 3.33,p = .07). This

item asks about the parent liking to be with their ch ild . Thi s item was also the one that
got th e hi ghest mean score for both parent and child . The lowest mean score for both
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Table 9
Differences of Satisfaction Scale Scores between Single-Mothers and Children of
Single-Mothers on Each Item and Total Scale
Children of
Satisfaction
sca le items

Single mothers (n = 58)

single mothers (n = 29)

M

SD

M

3.83

.38

3.62

3.42

.68

3.4 1
4

SD

F

p

.68

3.33

.07

3.28

.70

.86

.36

.70

3.41

.68

.00

1.00

3.45

.68

3.55

.63

.47

.50

5

3.14

.76

3.03

.94

.30

.58

6

3.22

.80

3.21

.77

.0 1

.92

7

2.98

.8 1

3.07

.80

.22

.64

8

3.35

.83

3. 14

.79

1.30

.26

9

3.33

.71

3.17

.66

.97

.33

10

2.86

.83

2.90

.82

.03

.85

Total scale

3.30

.47

3.24

.43

.3 3

.57

2

was on item I 0, which asks about the parent liking the way their child dea ls with
cri ti cism (single mother M = 2.86, SD = .83; child of single mother M = 2.90, SD =
.82; F = .03, p = .85). Other than items 7 (liking the grades their child gets in schoo l;
M = 2.98, SD = .8 1) and I 0, all of the rest of the mean scores for each item and the
total sca le were in the highl y favorable range (M

~

3.00) for single mothers. For
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child ren of single mothers, all of the item mean scores other than item 10 were in the
highl y favo rab le range. The chi ldren of si ngle mother scores tended to be lower than
single mother scores for means on each of the items and total scale.

Tab le 10

Differences of Satisfaction Scale Scores between Single-Fathers and Children of
Single-Fathers on Each Item and Total Scale
Children of
Satisfaction

Sin gle fathers (n

=

28)

single fathers (11

=

38)

F

p

.98

5.33

.02

3. 16

.92

.86

.36

.72

3.29

.80

.03

.87

3.39

.63

3. 16

.92

1.37

.25

5

3. 18

.77

2.87

.9 1

2. 14

. 15

6

3.2 1

.63

2.87

.94

2.87

. 10

7

3.29

.7 1

3. 13

.78

.68

.41

8

3.2 1

.69

3.26

.72

.08

.78

9

3.6 1

.50

3. 16

.79

7.00

.01

10

3.00

.86

2.82

.98

.63

.43

Total scale

3.33

.43

3. 10

.58

3.23

.08

M

SD

M

3.75

.44

3.29

2

3.36

.78

3

3.32

4

scale items

SD
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The difference between scores of single fathers and children o f single fathers
approached statistically significant difference for the total satisfaction sca le (F = 3.23,
p = .08). Onl y one item on the scale was stati stically significant at the .0 1 level, item

9 (single father M = 3.6! , SD = .50; child of single father M = 3.! 6, SD = .79). This
item asks about the parent liking the way they are treated by their chi ld . The first
item , as with single mothers and children of single mothers, was al so stati sti call y
signifi cant at the .05 level (s ingle fat her M = 3.75, SD
= 3.29,

=

.44; child of single father M

SD = .98). Sim ilar to single mothers and children of single mothers, this item

also got the highest mean score for both parent and child . Item 10, wh ich asks about
the single parent liking the way their child dea ls with criticism, had the lowest mean
score (single father M = 3.00, SD

= .86; chi ld of single father M = 2.82, SD = .98).

All

of the mean scores for each item and the total scale were in the hi ghl y favorable range
for single fath ers; they were the onl y gro up to not have an y scores below 3.00. They
also had the highest total scale mean score (M = 3.33, SD = .43). For children of
single fathers, three of the item mean scores were below 3.00, items 5, 6, and I 0. Item
5 asks about the parent liking the way their child considers consequences w hen
making decisions, item 6 asks about the parent liking the way their child handl es
responsibility, and item I 0 asks about the parent liking the way their chi ld deals with
criticism. The children of single-father scores tended to be lower than single-father
scores for means on each of the items and total sca le. Children of single fathers had
the lowest mean scores and hi ghest standard deviations overall of all the groups.
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Descripti ve Vari able Influence on Satisfaction Scale Scores

Research Question Fo ur: How Are Child Age, Gender, Time Spent Together,
Parent Home When Child Returns From Schoo l, Parent Education Level, and Parent
Income Related to the Di fferent Percepti on Ratings of Parental Satisfaction Measured
by th e PSI? Tables 11-14 show analyses of variance (ANOV As) for each independent
variab le for each group of respondents. On ly one score that was significant at the .0 1
level for single mothers, it was between child grades and item 7 on the sati sfaction
scale (above average grades M = 3.58, SD = .69; average grades or below M = 2.69,
SD = .69). Item 7 asks about the parent liking the grades their child gets at school.

Many of the scores for si ngle-mother parent income, including the total scale,
approached statistical signifi cance. For sin gle fath ers, there were no scores that were
signi fi cant at the .0 1 level. For chi ldren of single mothers, on ly one score was
significant at the .0 1 leve l, it was between ad ult at home and item 8 whi ch is about
the parent li ki ng their child ' s feeling of self-confidence (always/often home M = 3.53,

SD = .52 ; seldom/ never home M = 2.7 1, SD = .83). Children of single fathers had four
scores sign ifi cant at the .0 1 level wh ich were for ti me together/item 3, parent liking
the way child gets along with friends(< 5 hours together a week M = 3.04, SD = .82;
;:: 5 hours together a week M = 3.83, SD = .39), parent age/item 7 ( s 39 years M =
2.8 l , SD = .75; ;::40 years M = 3.53, SD = .62), chi ld age/item 3 (10-12 yearsM =
3.68, SD = .58; 13-14 years M = 2.89, SD = .81 ), and parent employment/item 7 (parttime/unemployed M = 2.33 , SD = .82; full-time M = 3.28, SD = .68).
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Tabl e II

Analysis of Variance for Each Independent Variable for Single-Mother
Respondents (n = 58)
lndeQendent variables
Satisfaction Time

Adu lt

Parent

Child

Parent

Child

Parent

Parent

scale items

at home

age

age

employment

grades

income

education

together

.01

1.27

.06

.00

2.66

.88

3.43

1.72

2

.02

.33

.58

.44

3.92

. 17

5.30

6.36

3

.16

.01

. 19

.93

.02

.72

.00

1.25

4

.47

.1 7

.00

.83

.0 1

1.07

.39

1.17

5

.35

.08

. 19

.08

.04

.35

5.86

2.3 4

6

.29

.27

.41

.00

.28

.19

3.07

.02

7

.04

2.27

.68

.2 1

2.3 1

2.28

1.28

8

1.64

4.24

.03

1.1 5

.02

.80

3.26

.2 1

9

1.40

.03

.46

.30

.09

.09

1.22

. 10

10

. 18

.56

1.09

.49

.02

1.32

3.34

.29

Total scale

.33

.07

.1 7

.02

.00

.11

3.08

1.11

20.88*

Note. Time together is divided into less than 5 hours together a week and 5 hours or more together a week. Adult

at home is divided into always/often home and seldom/neve r home . Parent age is divided into age 39/youngcr and
age 40/o lder. Ch ild age is divided into I 0-12 years old and ! 3- 14 years old. Parent employment is divided into
part-ti me/unemployed and full- rime. Child grades is di vided into above average and average or below. Parent
income is divided into less th an $35,000 per year and $35,000 per year or more. l'arent education is d ivided into
less than college education and some college education or more.

'p s.OJ.
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Tab le 12

Analysis of Variance for Each Independent Variable for Single-Father
Respondents (n

=

28)
IndeQendent variables

Satisfaction

Time

Adult

Parent

Child

Parent

Child

Parent

Parent

scale items

together

at home

age

age

employment

grades

income

educa tion

.42

1.2 1

1.56

1.33

1.53

.06

.06

1.70

2

.28

2.2 1

.08

.16

.98

.08

.08

7.22

3

.6 1

3.98

.56

.00

.04

1.91

.02

3.68

4

2.13

.17

1.50

.98

.23

.26

.75

.09

5

.23

.97

. 17

.70

.80

.02

.98

1.53

6

.69

.15

. 12

.46

.01

1.08

1.08

1.47

7

.38

.01

.00

.65

.74

.37

1.53

.27

8

.58

.04

.10

.00

.0 1

.10

. 10

1.22

9

.06

.27

.42

.1 8

.38

.05

.42

1.32

10

.80

.00

.25

.22

3.93

.00

.25

.1 9

Total scale

.25

.75

.II

.0 1

.01

.19

.34

3.26

Note. Time toget her is divided into less than 5 hours together a week and 5 hours or more together a week. Adult

at home is divided in to always/often home and se ldom/never home. Parent age is di vided into age 39/youngcr and
age 40/o ldcr. Chi ld age is divided into I 0-12 years old and 13-14 years old. Parent employment is divided imc
part-t ime/unemployed and full-time. Child grades is di vided into above average and average or below. Parent
income is di vided into less than $35,000 per year and $35,000 per year or more. Parent education is d ivided imo
less than college education and some co llege education or more .
*None of the scores arc significant at the .01 leve l.
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Tabl e 13

Analysis of Va riance for Each Independent Variable fo r Children of
Single-Mother Respondents (n

=

29)
lndeQendent variables

Sati sfaction

Ti me

Adult

Pare nt

C hild

Parent

Chil d

scale items

together

at home

age

age

employment

grades

1.32

2.28

.64

1.07

.20

.74

2

.09

.97

.82

. 17

.47

.82

3

.56

.95

1.1 9

.01

1.14

.28

4

.01

.03

.05

. 10

5.49

.93

5

.94

.04

.93

.46

.94

1.92

6

.39

.00

.05

.28

2.53

1.49

7

.17

.00

. 15

.40

. II

4.3 4

8

1.80

I 0.42*

.40

.64

.64

.10

9

.18

. II

3.35

.56

.56

1.43

10

1.50

1.3 7

.3 2

.21

.95

.1 2

.90

1.56

.23

. 14

.01

.16

Total sca le

Note. Time together is di vided into less th an 5 hours togeth er a week and 5 hou rs or more togeth er a week. Adult
at home is d ivided into always/often home and se ldom/never home. Parent age is di vided into age 39/youngcr and
age 40/o ldcr. Child age is d ivided into 10-12 years old and 13-14 years old. Parent employment is div ided into
part-time/ unemp loyed and full -t ime. Child grades is div ided into above average and average or be low. Parent
income is divided in to less than $35,000 per year and $35,000 per year or more. Parent education is divided into
less than college educat ion and some college ed ucation or more.

*p ::5.01.
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Tab le 14

Analysis of Variance for Each Independent Variable for Children of
Single-Father Respondents (n

=

38)
lnd eQendent variables

Sat isfaction

Time

Adult

Parent

Child

Parent

Child

scale items

together

at home

age

age

employment

grades

1.59

1.49

.47

5. 10

5.1 0

2.57

2

4.10

2. 76

1.4 1

1.13

2. 11

.02

3

10.03*

1.1 7

.19

11 .9 1*

.16

1.22

4

4.10

.82

.22

.00

.26

.73

5

.36

2.05

.0 1

.80

. 15

.00

6

.34

1.92

.01

.27

I. II

.00

7

2.45

1.76

10.03*

1.09

9.18*

5. 12

8

.79

6.42

.04

.20

2.63

.19

9

.23

.04

.48

.00

1.21

.46

10

.0 1

.10

.8 1

.03

.00

2.11

3.51

2.65

.45

1.70

1.97

.12

Total scale

Note. Time together is di vided into less than 5 hours together a week and 5 hours or more together a week. Adu lt
at home is d ivided into always/often home and se ldom/never home . Parent age is div ided into age 39/yo unger and
age 40/older. Ch ild age is d ivided into I 0- 12 years old and 13-14 years old. Parent emp loyment is divided into
part-l ime/unemployed and full-t ime. Child grades is di vided into above average and average or below. Parent
income is d ivided into less than $35 ,000 per year and $35,000 per year o r more. Parent education is d ivided into
less than coll ege education and some col lege education or more.

•p ::::;.01.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSS ION

Introducti on

As previously covered, single-parent families are a legitimate and substanti al
fa mily type within many cultures and co untries (Steil , 2001 ; Ford-Gilboe, 2000).
However they co nt inue to be pathologized throughout literature, by pro fessionals
meant to help them, by med ia, and by society in general (Ford-Gilboe; Ki ssman,
1995 ; Lau, 2003; Sprenk le & Pi ercy, 1992). A more helpful perspecti ve for those who
wi sh to help single-parent fa mili es to be hea lthy and success ful mi ght be to id enti fy
famil y strengths, whi ch has been suppo rted as bein g more helpful in fa mil y th erapy
and in the general perspective of all famil y types, including single-parent fa mili es
(A lli son et al. , 2003 ; Ardi tt i, 1999; DeFra in, 1999; Ford-Gilboe; Hanson, 1986;
Marsh, 2003; Richards & Schmi ege, 1993; Sprenkle & Piercy). Focusi ng on strengths
of a si ngle-parent family allows fo r identification of too ls th at can be used to help
overcome diffi culties and create satisfaction within the family. Single parents often
report a lack o f time due to fulfilling multiple roles within their famil y (Daly, 200 I ;
Hanson & Sporakowski , 1986; Sumaza, 200 1). Therefore , the purpose of thi s study
was to discover the most important self- identi fied areas for a particular group o f
single parents to focus their limited ti me.
Based on these assumptio ns, the Parent Success Indicator (Strom & Strom ,
1998) , PSI, was used to identi fy the si ngle-parent family perspecti ve of what is
related to sati sfacti on and strengths. A total of 153 respondents o f thi s measure, 86
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single parents and 67 early adolescent children of single parents, were the participants
in this study. They tended to be low income families with low parent education
attainment. Therefore, the information presented here may be more applicable to this
specific population of single-parent famili es. The main ethnic groups represented
were White, Black, and Hispanic.
The PSI is a multigenerational assessment of six different areas of parenting
designed to identify respondents' perspectives of parenting strengths. Particularly, it
includes a scale asking about the respondent's satisfaction with the parenting of early
adolescent children. Having both the perspective of the single parent and the child of
a single parent allows for a more encompassing assessment of single parenting.
This chapter provides a discussion of the previously reported findings on each
of the four research questions that guided analyses. That discussion is followed by a
discussion of implications both in general and specifically about how these results
relate to family therapists.

Research Question Results

Research Question One: How Do Single-Parents' Scores on the Satisfaction
Scale of the PSI Relate to Their Scores on the Other Scales of the PSI? Both single
mothers and single fathers seemed to be highly satisfied in their single parenting.
Single fathers reported being the most satisfied of any of the respondent groups.
Single mothers were the next most satisfied. Although their scores on the other scales
were somewhat different, they both seemed to have a perspective of satisfaction. The
self-reporting single parents in this study seem to be doing fairly well in all areas
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measured by the PSI. The area they seemed to be lack ing in was securing infonnation
about topi cs that are important in parenting an early adolescent, such as school , dru gs,
gangs, sex, careers, etc. This findin g is consistent with other groups of parents of
earl y ado lescents and underscores the need for those providing services to parent s of
children in this age group to provide thi s type of infonnation (Strom et al. , 2003). The
next lowest scored area was the single-parent use of time, although it was in the
slightly favorable score range for both groups of single parents. This is supported in
the literature about singl e parents perceiving that they are lacking time (Daly, 200 I;
Hanson & Sporakowski, 1986; Sumaza, 200 I) . It seems that these si ngle parents also
perceived that they had difficulties with using thei r limited time satisfactorily.
It seems that single moth ers were more accepting of various aspects of their

child 's behavior and lifestyle (e. g., language, peer influence, clothes, music) than
single fathers, as supported by th e difference in fru stration scale scores. Thi s was also
the scale most significantly correlated stati sti call y w ith sati sfaction for single
mothers. Communication was the nex t hi ghest corre lation with sati sfaction for si ngle
mothers. It seems then th at single mothers may feel more satisfi ed with their
parenting when they are able to be more accepting of their child and engage in
regu lar, healthy communication. Thi s is supported by many strengths based studies
that have been conducted (Arditti , 1999; DeFrain, 1999; Greef & VanDer Merwe,
2004; Olson & DeFrain, 2003; Olson et al. , 1998; Stinnett & DeFrain, 1985).
Single mothers showed that all the parenting scales correlated with
satisfaction for them. It is interesting to note that single-father scores on most of the
scal es other than satisfaction were lower overall , yet they had the hi ghest satisfaction
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score. Children of single fathers had the next lowest scores overall, and they scored
the lowest on satisfaction . It seems there is a discrepancy between perceptions of
what is related to satisfaction for single fathers and children of single fathers. Single
mothers and children of single mothers were more similar in their scores. Single
fathers also had a high correlation between sati sfaction and communication, higher
than single mothers did . They had no statisticall y significant correlation with
frustration. Their next most stat istically significant correlation with sati sfaction was
for teaching. This may impl y that single fath ers feel most satisfied with their
parenting when they percei ve that they are teaching their children through
communication. For exampl e, talking about how to deal with cun·ent issues and
concerns or disciplining appropriately.
Co ntrary to the pathology approach that has been a focu s of single-parent
families, single fathers and single mothers views for these participants as measured
by the PSI indi cated that sin gle parents were sati s fi ed. Although, respondents
reported differently on various other items of the PSI, the majority reported that the
single parent in their family was satisfied. Therefore, the infom1ation presented here
may be used as a guide to help those single-parent families who may not be as
satisfied as those used in the sample for this study.
Research Question Two: How Do Adolescents' Scores for Their Single
Parents on the Satisfaction Scale of the PSI Relate to Their Scores for Parents on the
Other Scales of the PSI? Children of single parents in this study reported that their
parents were less satisfied than th e single parents in the study reported. Children of
single fath ers reported the least sati sfaction, although si ngle fathers reported
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them selves as the most sati s fi ed of all the groups. Single fathers seemed to percei ve
their parenting as better than children of single fathers did, thi s showed in singlefather scores being higher than most children of single-father scale scores. Chi ldren
of single mothers reported their single mothers as higher on the information needs
and use of time scales than did the single mothers in this study. Thi s supports past
research about single mothers underestimatin g their parenting, as was discussed
above. Children of single parent s had no scores in the unfavorable range and single
parents did, which seems to show that single parents in this study poss ib ly
underestim ated their parenting.
The chi ldren of sin gle parents had fairly simi lar scores across all the sca les,
whi le singl e parents rated th emse lves as low on some areas and high on others. Th e
biggest difference between children and parent sco res was for co mmunication . Single
parents seemed to think that they communicated better than chi ldren think their single
parents did. Generally, sin gle fathers and children of single fath ers had lower scores
than single mothers and children of single moth ers. lt seems that parent gender was
related to perceptions of better parenting by both single parents and chi ldren.
However, satisfaction was in the favorable ran ge for all groups.
Children of single moth ers had the most correlations between the scales that
were also hi ghl y statisticall y significant. This may impl y that possibl y they see their
single mothers as more wel l-rounded in their parenting than do children of single
fathers. Every scale was hi gh ly correlated with the fru stration scale. This shows that
the children of single mothers may also see parent acceptance as hi ghl y related to
satisfacti on as well as other areas of parenting. Com munication, teaching, and
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fru strati on were all about equ all y correlated with sati sfaction for children of single
mothers.
Fo r children of sin gle fathers, teaching was most significantly correlated with
sati sfaction and their perception o f their parent's need for additional information was
the nex t most correl ated w ith sati s faction . Child ren o f single parents seemed to see
inform ation needs as being more hi ghl y related to satisfaction than did single parents,
parti cul arly mo re than single fa thers. It seems that single parent s knowing about the
issues their children are fac ing and helping their child with those issues is possibl y
more important to children's satis faction than sin gle parents reali ze.
For all groups (single parents, children o f sin gle parents), there were some
common correlations. A s ingle-parent's ability to communicate, teach/know how to
help their child, fee l satis faction, use time, and accept their child 's habits/lifestyle
seem to be highl y re lated to one anoth er as seen from all participants' perspecti ves.
There fore, perhaps improvement in at least some of these areas may help the other
areas as well . As continu all y highli ghted in these findin gs, some o f the common
strength s that are he lpful to single-parent famili es are perceiving that time is being
used effecti vely, percei ving that sin gle parents are important teachers in their child 's
life, and acceptance of the child for who they are.
It seems that famil y therapi sts can use thi s information from single-parent and
children of single-parent results to help single mothers, and single parents as a whole,
recogn ize th e areas that th ey are doing well in rather than underestimate themselves.
As seen in the literature, their negati ve perception of their parenting is common and a
positi ve perception can help medi ate some famil y diffi culties (Jackson & Scheines,
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2005; Shek, 2002). Although children of si ngle mothers were more satis fi ed than
children of single fathers, single mothers were less satisfied than single fathers.
Perhaps single mothers can use thi s information to appreciate their parenting and find
greater satisfaction.
Family therapists can encourage acceptance of children 's behavior and
lifestyle by single parents, particul arl y through comununication. Communication
abo ut various concerns and current issues in the child 's life may help the child and
single parent to feel that acceptance is being conveyed. This seems to be especiall y
true for chi ldren of single mothers. Si ngle fathers may be helped by recogn izing the
interaction and relationship between many parenting skills. For examp le, the way in
wh ich communication relates to effecti ve ly usin g time. Single mothers had more
correlations between all the areas of parenting and they also had a hi gher sco re for
acceptance. Single fathers may parti cularl y be helped by learning to be more
accepting o f their children's behavior and lifestyle.
It seems that single parents may possibl y feel more helpful to th eir children by

learn ing more about and teaching their chi ldren about how to dea l with issues more
specifi c to their age (e.g., schoo l, drugs, gangs, sex, careers). Both groups of chi ldren
related teaching to satisfaction. Children seem to see the teachin g influence of their
parent more than single parents do . Single parents can be empowered to recognize
their sign ifi cant teaching role and to use it. Teaching was related to many parenting
ski lls assessed in the PSI. Single parents seemed to see that teaching was important
and related to satisfaction, but underestim ated their teaching abi liti es. It appears that
single-parents' teaching was perceived by their children (as reported by chi ldren of
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single parents in thi s study) as being highly related to sati sfaction . Therefore, thi s is
an ab ility they already have, yet they do not seem to see this. If this view can be
changed through educating single parents and helping them to recognize their actual
ability, they may possibly find greater satisfaction.
Research Question Three: Do Adolescent Scores and Parent Scores Differ as
They Relate to the Satisfaction Scale of the PSI? Single mothers and children of
si ngle mothers showed very little difference in their satisfaction scores. No items
were statistica ll y different on thi s scale. One item, however, approached stati sti ca l
sign ificance. This item asks about the parent liking to be with their child . Single
mothers stated that they liked being with their chi ld more than children perceived that
their single parent liked being with them. The lowest score for both was on item I 0
whi ch asks about the parent liking the way th eir child deals wi th criti cism. Both
single mothers and children of si ngle mothers perceived that the single parent was
least sat isfied with this area. While both groups reported being fairly satisfied,
children of single mothers seem to percei ve that their mothers are less satisfied with
their parenting than single mothers actually reported. As mentioned before, providing
this information to si ngle mothers might help them to ex press their sati sfaction more
clearly to their children which may in tum possibly lead to more satisfaction.
Single fathers and children of single fathers showed more difference in their
scores for the total sati sfaction scale and for some of the individual items. Children of
single-fathers satisfaction scores were more varied in their responses. Children of
single fathers perceived that their parent was less satisfied with the way that they (the
child) treated him than the single fathers did . The single fathers also reported that
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they liked being with their child more than children of single fathers perceived thei r
parent did . However, this was the hi ghest mean score for both chi ldren of single
fathers and single fathers, so both groups saw this as the single-fathers' greatest
satisfaction. They also both saw single fathers as bei ng !east sati sfi ed with the way
their child deals with criticism. Singl e fa thers rep01ted being the most sati sfi ed of any
gro up (single mothers, children of s ingle mothers, chi ldren of single fath ers);
however the children of si ngle fathers reported the lowest parenting satisfaction. They
perceived that their single fath er was less sati s fi ed with the way they considered
consequences when making decisions and less satisfied with the way they handl ed
responsibi lit y th an the single fathers reported about their children.
Family therapists may use this information to help single-parent famili es in
the diffi culti es they may encounter with criticism. Perhaps single-parents can be more
accepting of their child as they critique, or use less criticism. Perhaps children of
single parents can be helped to evaluate crit icism in a more helpful way. Single
parents may be able to change criti cizing moments into teaching moments where
children are made to feel helped and lifted up rather than put down .

It seems that children of single paren ts do not feel that their parents enjoy
being with them as much as single parents actually do enjoy being with their chi ldren.
Family therapists can help these parents to express their appreciation of their child
and thei r enjoyment in spending tim e with them more clearl y. Perhaps the use of time
issues may be related in that children may see that their parents are too busy to want
to spend time with them. It may be impo rtant for single parents to make sure that they
take time to enjoy their chi ldren without other intrusions. Perhaps they have a
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perception that they need to spend time on other parenting activities that they see as
more important. They may be helped to evaluate the importance of quality ti me spent
with their children and prioriti ze accordingly.
Research Question Four: How Are Child Age, Gender, Time Spent Together,
Parent Home When Child Returns From Schoo l, Parent Education Leve l, and Parent
Income Related to the Different Perception Ratings of Parental Satisfaction Measured
by the PSI ? For single mothers the on ly statistically significant independent variable
influence on satisfaction was child grades influencing how satisfied they were wi th
their chi ld 's grades. Although intuiti vely predictab le, thi s fin ding underscores the
need to assess feelings and perceptions of parent in g strengths in an effort to match
perceptions with actual behaviors. A lthough not stati stically significant, parent
inco me related to satisfacti on. Research has shown that due to th e fin ancial
diffic ulti es si ngle mothers often experi ence; having adequate financial resources can
be very sati sfyi ng (Kissman, 1995). For single fa thers, there was no statistically
significant independent variab le influence, however parent ed ucation approached
significance. It seems that possibly single fathers related a hi gher attainm ent of
educati on with greater satisfaction.
For children of single moth ers, the onl y descriptive variable that had
stati stically significant influence was having a parent more frequently at home as
associated with the parent liking their child 's feeli ng o f self-confidence. Children of
si ngle mothers showed the smallest relationship between sati sfaction and independent
variabl es. Ch ildren of single fathers had the most statistically significant relationship
between satisfaction and these variables. The more ti me spent together a week, the
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more the child perceived that their single father liked the way they got along with
friends. The older their single father was, the more the chi ld perceived they were
satisfied with their grades at school. The younger the child was, the more they
perceived that their single father liked the way they got along with their friend s.
Single fathers being employed full-time, rather than part-time or unemployed, was
related to child perceiving that their sin gle father liked the grades they got at school.
It seems that children of single fathers perceived that their fathers relate their

satisfaction with external variables, such as employment and education. It may be
helpful for fathers to make sure that they are clearly expressing their sati sfaction to
their chi ldren and what it is related to. It seems that time spent together and having a
parent at home helped children of single parents in multiple areas. Singl e parents may
be helped to arrange their tim e in such a way that they place priority for interacting
with thei r chi ldren in some way.

Limitations

Some of the limitations of this study related to method and procedures are as
follows. Although some participants, sin gle parents and children, for this study were
randomly selected from a data bank, the subjects' participation in the study was
voluntary, thus the participants were self-se lected. Motivation for participating in the
inventory may not be representative of all single parents of earl y adolescent children.
The relevance of this limitation is more pronounced in the second phase of data
co llection when volunteers were asked to raise th eir hands to participate in the study.
Additiona lly, the 84% response rate of famili es who were contacted about
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participation allows for variance in the 16% who chose not to respond to the study. A
replication of this study with a probability sample would strengthen the findings.
Conclusions about all single mothers are limited to those who would choose to
participate in the study. Again, this limitation is greater in the second phase of data
collection because the return rate is even less (57%) with these single parents.
As with any inventory, there is a potential for a self-report bias in this study.
The degree to which a response is accurate cannot be evaluated completely without
other measures. However, this study was looking at single-parent perspectives.
Therefore, self-report bias was an imp011ant portion of what was researched and is not
entirely a limitation.
The gender of the child of the single parent was not analyzed separately in this
study. Although rationale for this approach was demonstrated in the literature review
(Downey eta!., 1998; Downey & Powell , 1993), a larger sample might permit further
investigation into this variable. Because the subjects were randomly drawn from a
data pool, proportions of gender were not maintained by generation.
Results are presented for certain regional areas of the United States from
which the subjects were drawn. However, descriptive analysis and interpretation of
findings by region were not planned as part of this study and therefore implications
for local areas are deferred for subsequent consideration. The independent variables
used in this study are not an exhaustive set of potential variables and therefore defer
other investigations to further research. Most of the participants were low income and
had low parental education attainment. This allows for a more specific population
application of this information.
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A descriptive design was employed in this exploratory study. Therefore, cause
and effect is not possible to establish with the results obtained. This somewhat limits
the therapeutic interventions that are available based on this study. However, general
implications can be deri ved.

Implications

[t

may be concluded from this study that adolescent children of single parents

possibly have different perceptions and perhaps expectations of single mothers than
they do of single fathers. Acceptance, or lower frustration, and communication were
perceived by both single mothers and children of single mothers as being related to
parenting satisfaction, however this was not so for single fathers and children of
single fathers. It could possibly be concluded that perhaps children look more to
mothers for acceptance than to fathers. Single mothers and children of single mothers
reported more parenting strengths overall than did single fathers and children of
single fathers. However, all groups reported satisfaction in general. This could imply
that perceptions about parenting are at least as important as actual parenting methods.
It also may imply that there are certain perceptions about fathers and mothers and
what their roles are. Whether or not these roles or expectations are beneficial or not,
cannot be concluded from this study.
Children of single parents perceived teaching and information needs as more
satisfying in parenting than single parents did. In general, single parents reported
themselves as lower on skills and higher on satisfaction than children of single
parents did. Perhaps single parents have socially constructed perspectives about
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themselves as being less qualifi ed than they are and therefore less sati sfi ed. These
perspectives may possibly be benefi cia l to reconstruct.
The common strength relationships for all participants in the study were for
pos iti ve communication bei ng related to teachin g and sati sfaction, as we ll as
acceptance being related to success ful use of time and single parents knowi ng how to
help early adolescent children navigate development. For all groups, perceiving that
single parents were using time well was related to greater acceptance. Therefore, it
seems that the strengths that single parents can draw from th is study and use are
acceptance o f themselves, their children, and their situati on. This could be defined as
a more helpful perception. S ingle-parent acceptance of their children's vari ous
behav ior and lifestyle choices was related to greater sati sfaction. Sin gle parents
seemed to possibl y underestim ate their ab ilities and strengths, therefore, they may
bene fit from having a more accepting perception o f their parenting abiliti es. They
may seek to recognize the importance of the teaching ro le of single parents and
possibly seek to educate their chi ldren about di ffi cult issues they face through open
communicati on.

The Role of Famil y Therapi sts

The dynamic systems theory helps to show that families are constantl y
changi ng rather than staying the same (Nichols & Schwartz, 2004; Ri chard s &
Schm iege, 1993). There is no po int at whi ch there is a level of"norm al. " Family
therapi sts can help single-parent families to view themselves in thi s way in the sense
that the change to single parenthood is simply yet another change in the dynami c
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process of being a person and a family system. All families change over time as a
result of development in multiple areas of the family as a whole as well as each
individual member (Richards & Schmiege). The systems theory also allows one to
see that a change in one part of the system will affect the rest of the system in some
way (Nichols & Schwartz). Therefore, a change that leads to the establishment of a
single-parent family will affect the whole family and require some adjustment.
Research has indicated that it can take between 2 and 5 years for family
functioning to readjust following a divorce or other critical change in family structure
(Guttmann & Rosenburg, 2003; Richards & Schmiege, 1993). Family therapists who
have access to understanding about the systems theory as it relates to social
constructivism and family resources/family strengths can help single-parent families
to make this structural, emotional, and mental adjustment. A model of single-parent
family adjustment presented by Ihinger-Tallman ( 1986) shows the various ways in
which variables of family strengths within a family system can help promote
successful adjustment. Family therapists can identify and utilize the variables of
social support, economic resources, and psychological attributes within the family
system. Access to this knowledge about family functioning can be of great help to
single-parent families.
In order for this information to be well-received and well-utilized, family

therapists can assume a "both-and" perspective (Atwood, 1995). As is common
throughout family therapy literature, Atwood promotes a "both-and" perspective as
helpful to all families , including single-parent families . This is a perspective that
recognizes both the needs, or difficulties, and the strengths of families. An "either-or"
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view that famili es are either strong or have weaknesses is common. The " both-and"
perspective, however, is more inc lusive and realistic in that all famili es have both
strengths and weaknesses, even the stron gest of families (DeFrain, I 999). Rather th an
blaming the family structure for difficulties that are presented in therapy, the issue at
hand is the focus and strengths can be identified to work toward resili ence and
satisfaction. A social constructionist perspective that allows families to identify their
own perspecti ve that may be different from that of general society has al so been
fo und to be helpfu l when working with those who have been marginalized, such as
sin gle-parent families (A llison eta!. , 2003 ; Sprenkle & Piercy, I 992). They can be
helped to see that their view is legitimate and that each family has its own legitimate
and unique perspective, regardl ess of family structure.
As a helping professional to single-parent fami lies, family therapi sts can
reeva luate what they may be doing or sayi ng to play a part in the maintenance of the
pathological view of single-parent famili es. This will then in turn help their clients to
do the same, as they question the stereotypes that they hear from others as well as tell
themselves about single-parent families . McCarthy (2001) recommended
acknowledgment on the part of the therapi st of the power differential that ex ists and
that they cannot listen from a neutral position, though they try to be as aware of thei r
biases as possible. This a ll ows for a reali stic discussion about assumptions that can be
questioned, for no one can avoid having a viewpoint and, therefore, no one can avo id
having a limited set of assumptions. The way in whi ch therapi sts talk to clients
refl ects their perspect ive and tlli s can be empowering or di sempowering to clients.
Therefore, it affects the helpfulness of the therapeutic experience. As di scussed
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prev iously, the results of thi s study suggest that single parents may need particu lar
help feeling empowered as teachers to their ch ildren.
McCarthy (200 I) encouraged a deve lopment of what she called "participatory
ethics." This means fami ly therapists imagine themselves how the cli ent(s) may see
them. She encouraged not categori zing or labeli ng the client(s) in any way. Therapists
can watch for patterns within cli ents ' speech to help identify what their perspecti ve
may be. Together, they can then deconstruct any negative stories and construct as
well as val idate a story that is more he lpful. McCarthy "proposes a social
constructionist orientation as an important po liti ca l activ ity in the deconstru ction of
taken-for-granted realities and the reintroduction of choice as an ethical prereq ui site
for a ll hum an action and interacti on" (p. 254). From here, new perspecti ves of
strengths that ex ist within the sing le-parent family are possib le. Such as the strengths
ident ified in thi s study, single-parent use of time, acceptance of th eir chi ld 's choices
and behaviors, and si ngle parents as important teachers in their chi ld 's life.
Alli son et a!. (2003) supported a strengths-based approach o f identifying
assets, resources, and abilities upon entering therapy that can be used as tool s to
overcome weaknesses that may be presented. They also recommended educating
cli ents about strengths that are com mon ly found in the literature/research that cli ents
can assess fo r helpfulness of application to themse lves. This could include the results
of this current study, such as helpi ng single parents use their time we ll and being
teachers to thei r children about current issues they are dealing with. Their research
supports family therapy as a fonnat that can effecti vely promote res ili ence for both
individuals within th e famil y as well as the fami ly as a whole. Family therapists can
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utilize the solution-focused model to help them identify strengths and solutions, rather
than focus on problems. Family therapy utilizes and further develops social support,
caring and supportive adult relationships, positive parent-child relationships, and
effective parenting skills. All of these are important elements to the development of
resilience. Utilizing the family strengths rather than simply the individual strengths
alone allows for greater possibilities in family therapy. Allison et al. found that this
approach to therapy supports the perspective of family therapy as a partnership
process and that parents greatly valued therapists who helped identify as well as build
upon family strengths.
It seems that what may have been found as a more helpful perspective for
single parenting, based on this research, may be single-parent acceptance of their
children as they are and single-parent acceptance of their teaching skills as well as
other parenting strengths. This is a perspective change from the single-parent
pathology perspective found in much of the literature and society in general. Single
parents seem to be quite satisfied in their parenting as supported by both single-parent
and children of single-parent reports. They were not unsatisfied with their parenting,
as some of the literature or common views may purport. Single parents may possibly
be underestimating their parenting and being perceived by their children as being less
satisfied than they state they are. This may be related to a negative socially
constructed perspective that single parents can be helped to change through various
means, particularly with the help of professionals whom they may work with such as
family therapists. The strengths of using time well , using various methods to teach
children about issues particular to their development, and using acceptance of choices
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and actions of children can be taught to single parents to possibl y help them work
toward and have a view of themselves as hea lthy and success ful.
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Letter of Invitation to Parents

Dear Parent:
You are the main influence in your child's education and their only long-term
source of guidance. Parenting can be an excitin g and rewarding experience. It can
also be confusing and frustratin g. Educators throughout the nation recogni ze that
schoo ls should support both child and parent deve lopment. The content for parent
education programs can be more worthwhile when families are consulted.
Your family is invited to participate in a survey approved by the
_ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ Board of Education. Our purpose is to determine how
parents of middle school and junior hi gh students can benefit !Tom an educational
program designed to improve their influence in the family. Parents and students are
being asked to identify the stren gth s and educational needs of parents. The views of
both generation s wi II be used to plan parent programs for the di strict.
Surveys should be comp leted by each parent w ith whom the child li ves.
Please send your survey(s) in the enclosed stamped envelope with the penni ssion
form signed by you and your child too. Children who have been given permi ss ion by
parents will comp lete their survey at school about each of the parents with whom they
live. All information will be kept confidential. No report related to this study will
refer to your name or the name of your child. Also, you will not be informed of the
specific responses of your own child .

Thank you for your cooperati o n.
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Infom1ed Consent

Informed Consent and Permi ssio n Form for Parents

_ _ __ _ _ ___ has requ ested that my child (and J) partic ipate in a
schoo l di strict survey. l have been infonned that the purpose of thi s stud y is to
id entify the strengths and educational needs of parents. Thi s information w ill be used
to pl an parent program s that w ill be offered by the di strict.

T he invol vement of my child (and myself) ca lls for compl eting a survey abo ut
how I behave as a parent. It is my understanding th at only staff workin g on thi s
proj ect will read the survey and no report related to this survey will refer to the names
of the persons involved. The answers my child gives on this survey admini stered at
schoo l w ill never be revealed to me. G iven these conditio ns, l grant penni ssion for
my child to complete the Parent Success Indicator. I w ill compl ete the adult version
o f the inventory.

Father Signature _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date._ __ _ _ __ _ __

Mother Signature _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ D ate. _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __
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lnfom1ed Consent Form for Children

I, _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ____ , und erstand that my parent has granted pennission
for me to participate in this survey by filling in the Parent Success Indicator. I have
been informed that the purpose of this study is to identify the strengths and
educational needs of parents. This infonnation will be used to plan parent programs
that will be offered by the district. My in vo lvement is vo luntary, my nam e will never
be revealed, and my answers will not be given to my parent.

Child Signature _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date._ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

83
February 4, 2005

Dear Parent ,
Thank you in advance for volunteering to participate in this study intended to
identify strengths and !earning needs of single-parents. The survey is relatively quick
and easy. The total time it should take you should be Jess than 15 minutes . As soon as
it is convenient, please do the fo llowing:
I.

Open the inside packet and remove the contents. You will find two copies
of the consent form , and two versions of the survey.
2.
Both you and your son/daughter should sign one of the consent form s and
place it in the return envelope (the other consent fom1 is for your records).
3.
Gi ve the child version of the survey to your chi ld and ask her/him to fill it
out away from your presence (in another room).
4.
You fill out the parent version of the survey away from the child. Your
answers should not be shared with each other, nor should you try to find
out what each other had to say.
5.
Once the surveys are co mplete, put them in the envelope with the consent
fom1 and mail the envelope to me as soon as poss ible. No postage is
necessary; just drop it in the mail.
6.
We wil l also send you a " profile" showing you (the parent) your strengths
and needs according to your responses. There is no follow-up schedul ed
for thi s study, so yo u don't need to worry about being "locked into" longterm research . We will use yo ur responses and those of other singleparents and ado lescents to formulate a parenting curriculum specificall y
designed for parents like you. Once your responses have been entered into
the data pool , your personal infom1ation will be deleted . Through the
school district we will make you aware of the program when it is
comp leted.
7.
If you would like to remain completely anonymous and not participate in
number 6 above, you do not need to enter your name and contact
information. You can simp ly fill out the survey and return it to us in the
stamped envelope provided.
Thank you again for your help. l know how valuable your time is, and respect
yo ur insight into the art of parenting early adolescent children. If you have any
questions, you can find contact information on the informed consent form or the
attached business card.

Sincerely,

Troy E. Beckert, Ph.D.
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Informed Consent
The Success of Single-parents in Guiding Adolescents
Dr. Troy E. Beckert has requested that my child (and I) participate in a survey.
I have been info rmed that the purpose of the survey is to identify the strengths and
educational needs of parents. This information will be used to plan parent programs
that will benefit parents like me.
The involvement of my child (and me) calls for completing a survey about
how I behave as a parent. It is m y understanding that only staff working on thi s
proj ect will read the surveys and no report related to thi s survey will refer to the
nam es of persons involved. The answers my child gives on the survey will never be
revea led to me. l understand that my participation and that of my child is voluntary
and we can wi thdraw from parti cipation at any time.
The survey can be completed at hom e and will take approximately I 5 minutes
to fini sh. There are no foreseen risks to me or my child for participating in the survey.
As a token of appreciation, l will receive a feedback sheet outlining my answers to
the survey. If l have any further questions, I can contact Dr. Troy E. Beckert at Utah
State Univers ity, phone ( 435) 797- I 570.
If I have a question about my rights or the rights of my child, I can contact
Tru e Rubal with the Human Subjects and Institutional Review Board at Utah State
University, phone (435) 797- 182 I . Given these conditions, l grant permi ss ion for my
child to compl ete the Parent Success indicator. I will complete the adult version of
the inventory. I have been given two copies o f thi s fom1 . I will sign both giving one
to the researcher. The oth er copy I will keep for my records.
Father Signature - -- -- - - - -- - - Date _ _ _ _ __ _
Mother Signature _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date _ _ _ __ _
Youth Assent
I,
, understand that my parent has granted pennission for
me to participate in thi s survey by filling in the Parent Success indicator. I have been
informed that the purpose of the survey is to identify the strengths and educational
needs of parents. This information will be used to plan parent programs that will
bene fit a parent like mine. My involvement is voluntary, my name will never be
revealed, and m y answers will not be given to my parent.
Youth Signature -- - - - - - - -- -- - - Date _ __ _ _ _ __
I certify that the research study has been explained to the individual and that they
understand the nature, purpose, and possible risks and benefits associated with taking
part in this research study. Any questions that have been raised have been answered.
(Troy E. Beckert)

Date _ _ _ _ _ __

